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Abstract. We study the relaxation dynamics of the inertial Kuramoto model toward a phase-
locked state from a generic initial phase configuration. For this, we propose a sufficient framework

in terms of initial data and system parameters for asymptotic phase-locking. It can be roughly

stated as set of conditions such as a positive initial order parameter, a coupling strength sufficiently
larger than initial frequency diameter and intrinsic frequency diameter, but less than the inverse

of inertia. Under the proposed framework, generic initial configuration undergoes three dynamic
stages (initial layer, condensation and relaxation stages) before it reaches a phase-locked state

asymptotically. The first stage is the initial layer stage in analogy with fluid mechanics, during

which the effect of the initial natural frequency distribution is dominant, compared to that of
the sinusoidal coupling between oscillators. The second stage is the condensation stage, during

which the order parameter increases, and at the end of which a majority cluster is contained in

a sufficiently small arc. Finally, the third stage is the persistence and relaxation stage, during
which the majority cluster remains stable (persistence) and the total configuration relaxes toward

a phase-locked state asymptotically (relaxation). The intricate proof involves with several key tools

such as the quasi-monotonicity of the order parameter (for the condensation stage), a nonlinear
Grönwall inequality on the diameter of the majority cluster (for the persistence stage), and a

variant of the classical  Lojasiewicz gradient theorem (for the relaxation stage).
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1. Introduction

Synchronization refers to an adjustment of rhythms in interacting oscillatory systems, and it
can be regarded as the formation of consensus in phases and frequencies among oscillators. The
gradual appearance of synchronization from a desynchronized state is referred to as an emergent
behaviror, and this is often observed in natural systems. To name a few, swarming of fish, flocking
of birds, or aggregation of bacteria [4, 12, 68, 76, 80] etc. Despite its ubiquitous appearance in
nature, synchronization was mathematically formulated only half a century ago by two pioneers
Arthur Winfree [82, 83] and Yoshiki Kuramoto [54, 55]. They proposed mathematically tractable
phase models that describe the dynamics of weakly interacting limit-cycle oscillators, and identified
fundamental synchronous behavior.

The novel feature of Winfree and Kuramoto models is that they both exhibit phase transition
phenomena from disordered states (incoherent states) to partially ordered states(partially phase-
locked states) and then to fully ordered states (completely phase-locked states), as the coupling
strength, a variable representing the amount of interaction between the individuals, exceeds certain
critical threshold [5, 28, 56]. Due to this phase transition like feature, Winfree and Kuramoto’s
mathematical approach to synchronous phenomena, and more generally the theory of weakly coupled
oscillators, has received lots of attention from control theory, neuroscience, and statistical physics
communities [1, 8, 9, 34, 39, 45, 50, 69, 71].

In this article, we are mainly interested in the inertial Kuramoto model which corresponds to the
second-order correction of the Kuramoto model introduced by Arthur Bergen and David Hill [7] to
model electric networks with generators, and by Bard Ermentrout [38] to model synchronous flashing
of the firefly species Pteroptyx malaccae. Due to its second-order nature, the inertial Kuramoto model
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possesses several novel features absent in the Kuramoto model such as first-order phase transition
[73] and hysteresis [49, 74].

To set up the stage, we begin with a brief description of the inertial Kuramoto model. Fix a
positive integer N , the number of particles, and for i ∈ [N ] := {1, · · · , N}, let θi = θi(t) ∈ R and

ωi = θ̇i be the phase and (instantaneous) frequency of the i-th Kuramoto oscillator, given as a
real-valued function of nonnegative time t ≥ 0. The dynamics of the phase ensemble {θi}Ni=1 under
the inertial Kuramoto model is governed by the following Cauchy problem:

(1.1)


mθ̈i + θ̇i = νi +

κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi), t > 0,

(θi, θ̇i)
∣∣∣
t=0+

= (θ0i , ω
0
i ), i ∈ [N ].

Here,m,κ and νi are nonnegative constants representing (positive uniform1) inertia, coupling strength
and natural (intrinsic) frequency of the i-th oscillators, respectively.

By the standard Cauchy-Lipschitz theory, the Cauchy problem (1.1) admits a global unique solu-
tion, which must be real analytic in terms of time and all other parameters by the Cauchy–Kovalevskaya
theorem. Thus, in this paper, neither uniqueness, global existence, nor smoothness of solutions to
(1.1) will be an issue. In what follows, we discuss main results of this paper.

1.1. Main results. The first set of results is concerned with the emergence of complete and partial
phase-lockings. Roughly, it says that if initial configuration and system parameters satisfy

R(t) :=

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
j=1

eiθj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , R(0) = R0 > 0,

max

{ max
1≤i,j≤N

|νi − νj |

κ
,

max
1≤i,j≤N

|ω0
i − ω0

j |

κ
, mκ

}
≪ |R0|2,

(1.2)

then the solution to (1.1) converges to a single traveling solution (see Theorem 1.1 below). Here, the
symbol ≪ simply means the left-hand side is very smaller than the right-hand side in a non-rigorous
manner. It will only be used when discussing heuristics; we do not assign a precise meaning.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose the initial data and system parameters satisfy2

(1.3)

max
1≤i,j≤N

|νi − νj |

κ
≤ x|R0|2, mκ ≤ y|R0|2, and

max
1≤i,j≤N

|ω0
i − ω0

j |

κ
≤ z|R0|2,

where x, y, z are positive real numbers satisfying

inf
η>0

(
(1 − e−η)y

(
1

2
(z + ηx) + (1 − e−η)2y(

3

4
z + ηx+ 2η)

)

+

√
3.068

(
y(x+ 2) + max{1, η}e−max{1,η}yz +

x

2
+

e−η

1 − e−η
z

2

)
< 1.

(1.4)

Then, the following assertions hold.

1“Uniform” refers to the fact that m does not depend on i. The “multi-rate Kuramoto model” of [32] considers

the case when m is different for each oscillator θi. We will not consider this case in this article.
2A simple dimensional analysis shows that R0 is dimensionless, while V, Ω, κ, and 1/m have the dimension of the

inverse of time, hence the forms of the left-hand sides of (1.3). For a more rigorous dimensional analysis, see the time
dilatation symmetries discussed in subsection 2.4.
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(1) (Asymptotic phase-locking): The global solution (Θ,Ω := Θ̇) (with Θ = (θ1, . . . , θN )) to the
Cauchy problem (1.1) exhibits “asymptotic phase-locking”:

∃ lim
t→∞

(θi(t) − νct), and lim
t→∞

θ̇i(t) = νc for all i ∈ [N ],

where νc = 1
N

∑N
i=1 νi is the average of natural frequencies.

(2) (Asymptotic partial phase-locking): There exists a subset A ⊂ [N ] with |A| > N
2 and integers

ki for each i ∈ A such that

lim sup
t→∞

max
i,j∈A

∣∣∣(θi(t) − 2kiπ) − (θj(t) − 2kjπ)
∣∣∣ < π

2

and a constant c = c(x, y, z, R0) such that for any i, j ∈ A with νi ≥ νj,

νi − νj
κ

≤ lim
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t)) ≤ c
νi − νj
κ

.

Proof. We will prove Theorem 1.1 assuming Theorem 4.1 in Appendix C. □

Remark 1.1. Condition (1.4) is satisfied, for example, by

(x, y, z, η) = (0.5, 0.015, 0.12, 1), (0.3, 0.05, 0.76, 3).

These constants are artifacts of our proof and we do not claim that they are optimal, and Theorem
1.1 will follow from a more general framework, namely Theorem 4.1.

In literature [22, 23, 24, 25, 33, 32, 51, 81], the complete synchronization problem (or asymptotic
phase-locking) has been investigated for the inertial Kuramoto model (1.1) for a restricted initial
configuration. Numerical simulations suggest that the inertial Kuramoto model exhibits asymptotic
phase-locking (as defined in the statement of Theorem 1.1 (1)) for generic initial data in the large
coupling regime. Thus, we are led to ask the following question.

Question 1.1. (Existence of critical coupling strength) For a fixed natural frequency vector V =
(ν1, . . . , νN ) and Lebesgue a.e. initial data (Θ0,Ω0) (with Θ0 = (θ01, . . . , θ

0
N ) and Ω0 = (ω0

1 , . . . , ω
0
N )),

does there exist a critical value κc = κc(V,Θ0,Ω0) such that κ > κc implies asymptotic phase-locking
in system (1.1), regardless of the inertia m > 0?

From this point of view, the contribution of Theorem 1.1 is that it guarantees a range κ ∈ [κ1, κ2],
where κ1 is a function of V, Θ0, Ω0 and κ2 = O(|R0|2/m), at which asymptotic phase-locking occurs.
To our knowledge, Theorem 1.1 is the first in the literature to provide a sufficient framework for
asymptotic phase-locking for the inertial Kuramoto model (1.1) in the generality of generic initial
data.

As for the physical significance of the second-order model (1.1), Ermentrout [38] considered (1.1)
as a model for frequency modulation, essentially writing the ODE of (1.1) as

θ̈i =
1

m
(νi − θ̇i) +

κ

mN

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi).

Note that the right-hand side can be regarded as competition between two forcing terms. More
precisely, the term 1

m (νi−θ̇i) denotes the tendency of the frequency to return to the natural frequency
νi, whereas the term κ

mN sin(θj − θi) represents the enforcing consensus via the phase response of
the i-th oscillator to the j-th oscillator.

Bergen and Hill [7] considered the Cauchy problem (1.1) as the swing dynamics for a power

network consisting of N electrical generators [14, 53, 70]: the inertial term mθ̈i corresponds to the

generator inertia; the dissipative terms θ̇i correspond to the loads or the mechanical damping; the
intrinsic frequencies νi correspond to power injections; the nonlinear interaction terms κ

N sin(θj −
θi) correspond to the power flows along transmission lines; and synchronization is interpreted as
robustness or transient stability [30, 31, 33, 34, 41, 42, 72]. From this point of view, the inertial
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Kuramoto model has found an application as an elementary model for “smart grids” [35]. The case
m = 0, i.e., the model (2.1), signifies that the nodes have loads and no generation. One could also
consider systems with pure generation and zero load or damping [46] as well.

There has been recent interest in low-inertia power grids [63]: conventional fossil fuel-based power
plants, which often involve steam and hydroelectric turbines, tend to have high inertia, whereas
renewable energy sources such as solar and wind energy tend to have low inertia. How does one
understand the stability and synchronization properties of such low-inertia power grids? In this
light, the present work develops a theory of synchronization applicable in the low-inertia setting.3

As by-products of the arguments employed in the proof of Theorem 1.1, we can obtain improved
results for specific situations. First, we obtain a condition for partial phase-locking (see Definition
2.2), which states that if a majority of the oscillators is contained in a sufficiently small arc, it
becomes self-sustaining and limits the dynamics of other oscillators. See Theorem 5.1. A cruder
version of this idea has already appeared in [51]; their results are subsumed under Theorem 5.1.
Second, we provide a framework more general than that of Theorem 1.1, namely Theorem 4.1.
Third, we deal with a complete phase-locking for a three-oscillator system for all initial data:

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that system parameters satisfy

N = 3, m max
1≤i,j≤N

|νi − νj | + 2mκ+

max
1≤i,j≤N

|νi − νj |

2κ
<

1

8

√
1

6
(69 − 11

√
33) ≈ 0.123003.

Then, the solution to (1.1) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking.

Proof. We provide the proof in Appendix D, after proving the equivalence of asymptotic phase-
locking and finiteness of collisions in the small inertia regime mκ ≤ 1

4 . □

Besides Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2, we have a plethora of new results in this paper, namely
Theorem 3.1, Theorem 4.1, Theorem 5.1, Theorem D.1, Proposition 2.1, Proposition 3.1, Proposition
3.2, Proposition 3.3, Proposition 3.4, and Corollary 5.1.

1.2. Roadmap. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Below, we summarize some notations
and conventions to be used throughout the paper. In Section 2, we first recall the (first-order)
Kuramoto model and related results on asymptotic phase-locking and then demonstrate Galilean
invariance and the corresponding momentum conservation of (1.1) and (2.1). We use this to provide
natural definitions of complete and partial phase-lockings. This sheds light on why we obtain single
traveling solutions with group frequency νc in the conclusions of Theorem 1.1. We then pose our
main questions on the emergence of phase-locking.

In Section 3, we explain our basic rationale behind analysis of (1.1), which is to approximate it
to the Kuramoto model (2.1). This process requires the smallness of max

1≤i,j≤N
|ω0
i − ω0

j |/κ and mκ.

In Section 4, we explore three synchronization mechanisms of models (1.1) and (2.1), namely sta-
bility of majority clusters (subsection 4.2), quasi-monotonicity of the order parameter (subsection
4.3), and inertial gradient flow formulation of (1.1) and resulting application of the  Lojasiewicz gra-
dient theorem (subsection 4.1). These mechanisms require, in addition, the smallness of max

1≤i,j≤N
|νi−

νj |/κ. We conjecture that this third mechanism can be used to fully characterize the asymptotic
behaviors of models (1.1) and (2.1).

In Section 5, we study the properties of the majority cluster to establish a sufficient criteria for
partial phase-locking.

In Section 6, we use that the second-order model (1.1) converges to the first-order model (2.1) in
the zero inertia limit m→ 0+ to obtain a qualitative version of the phase-locking theorem, namely
Theorem 3.1.

3The literature suggests conflicting results, with some suggesting that low inertia contributes to synchronization
[33], while others suggest that low inertia destabilizes system (1.1) [3, 27].
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In Section 7, we present detailed proofs for presented main results. Finally, Section 8 is devoted
to a brief summary of the main results and discussions for future work. In appendix sections, we
provide the various technical details alluded throughout the paper.

1.3. Notations and conventions. We fix some notations and conventions for the remainder of
the paper. Let (θ1, . . . , θN ) be a solution to (1.1) or (2.1). We denote ωi(t) := θ̇i(t). We use capital
Greek letters to denote the collection of the corresponding lower Greek letters:

Θ := (θ1, . . . , θN ), Ω := (ω1, . . . , ωN ), V := (ν1, . . . , νN ).

We will use ωi and θ̇i interchangeably and Ω and Θ̇ interchangeably throughout this article. We
denote 1[N ] = (1, · · · , 1) ∈ RN . For vectors X = (xi)

N
i=1 ∈ RN and Y = (yi)

N
i=1 ∈ RN , we denote

their exterior product X ∧Y ∈
∧2 RN . For the standard basis e1, · · · , eN of RN , we consider ei ∧ ej ,

i, j ∈ [N ], i < j to be the standard basis of
∧2 RN . Thus, in these coordinates, we may write

X ∧ Y = (xiyj − xjyi)i,j∈[N ],i<j .

As usual, we use ∥ · ∥p to denote the ℓp-norm in RN :

∥Θ∥p :=

(
N∑
i=1

|θi|p
) 1

p

, 1 ≤ p <∞, ∥Θ∥∞ := max
1≤i≤N

|θi|.

We use D to denote the diameter: for a vector X = (xi)
N
i=1 ∈ RN ,

D(X) := max
1≤i,j≤N

|xi − xj |.

For example, for the above configurations Θ,Ω and V, we denote

D(Θ) := max
1≤i,j≤N

|θi − θj |, D(Ω) := max
1≤i,j≤N

|ωi − ωj |, D(V) := max
1≤i,j≤N

|νi − νj |.

For X ∈ RN , we have
D(X) = ∥X ∧ 1[N ]∥∞,

where we endow
∧2 RN the ℓ∞ norm with respect to its standard basis. We observe the triangle

inequality

(1.5) |D(A) −D(B)| ≤ D(A−B), A,B ∈ RN .
We observe the inequality

1

2
D(X) ≤ ∥X∥∞, X ∈ RN ,

which follows from the identity

(1.6) ∥X∥∞ − 1

2
D(X) =

1

2

∣∣∣∣max
i∈[N ]

xi + min
i∈[N ]

xi

∣∣∣∣ , X = (x1, · · · , xN ) ∈ RN .

We also denote the variances as follows:

Var(V) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

|νi − νc|2, Var(Ω0) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

|ω0
i − ωc|2.

It is well known that

Var(X) ≤ D(X)2

4
, X ∈ RN .

For A ⊂ [N ] and X = (xi)
N
i=1 ∈ RN , we define the restricted vector

XA := (xi)i∈A ∈ R|A|.

The concepts of D(XA) and ∥XA∥p are defined in the same manner:

D(ΘA) := max
i,j∈A

|θi − θj |, D(ΩA) := max
i,j∈A

|ωi − ωj |, D(VA) := max
i,j∈A

|νi − νj |.
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and

∥ΘA∥p :=
(∑
i∈A

|θi|p
) 1

p

, 1 ≤ p <∞, ∥ΘA∥∞ := max
i∈A

|θi|.

Throughout the paper, we call m, κ, and V system parameters, Θ0 and Ω0 initial data, and all
other external parameters free parameters. We sometimes say ‘parameters’ to refer to any of these
variables.

Although (1.1) describes a dynamical system on (S1)N ×RN , we will interpret it as a dynamical
system on RN ×RN , to avoid the existence issue of the scalar potential P defined in (4.1). However,
we will still use the geometric concept of an arc, i.e., a connected component of S1, as this will help
to visualize the configuration geometrically. Anytime this terminology is used, various statements
must be understood modulo 2π. For example, whenever we say some oscillators ΘA are contained
in an arc of length ℓ, we will express this with D(ΘA) ≤ ℓ; when we say this it will be clear that we
can make harmless 2π-translations of ΘA that do not affect the conclusions of our theorems nor the
logical structure of their proofs.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we study several preparatory facts to be used in later sections. First, we briefly
review the related result for the Kuramoto model on asymptotic phase-locking, and the translation
invariance property of the inertial Kuramoto model, phase-locked states as relative equilibria and
symmetries related to the inertial Kuramoto model.

2.1. The Kuramoto model. The (globally coupled4) first-order Kuramoto model, originally pro-
posed by Kuramoto in [54, 55], is the model formally obtained5 from (1.1) by taking zero inertia
m = 0 and unit damping coefficient:6

θ̇i = νi +
κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi), t > 0,

θi

∣∣∣
t=0+

= θ0i , i ∈ [N ].

(2.1)

Again, by the standard Cauchy-Lipschitz theory and Cauchy-Kovalevskaya theorem, the model (2.1)
admits global unique analytic solutions.

There have been lots of studies [2, 10, 26, 21, 32, 34, 36, 37, 65, 44, 47, 52, 77] on the asymptotic
dynamics of the models (2.1) and their variants. Indeed, the aforementioned references provide
several sufficient frameworks for the complete synchronization problem in which all the relative
frequencies tend to zero asymptotically in a large coupling regime, for initial data restricted in a
half-circle when the intrinsic velocities νi are distinct, and for a generic initial configuration when the
intrinsic velocities νi are identical. Similarly to (1.1), the complete synchronization problem seems
to be numerically true for all generic data in a large coupling regime, even for nonidentical intrinsic
velocities νi [32, 47]. However, to verify this simple fact is difficult.

In recent works [44, 47], the authors provided sufficient conditions for generic initial data and
coupling strength leading to the complete synchronization via the gradient flow formulation of (2.1)
and technical estimates on the phase diameter and order parameter for the Kuramoto model (2.1).

4This means that the weight for the terms sin(θj − θi) are uniform. The case of weighted connectivity terms

aij sin(θj − θi) is considered for example in [52]. Again, we will not work in this generality.
5Notice that when we take the limit m → 0+ and formally pass from system (1.1) to system (2.1), we ‘forget’ the

initial velocity data {ω0
i }Ni=1. This is because the solution to (1.1) converges to the solution to (2.1) as m → 0+ in

the C[0,∞) and C∞(0,∞) topologies, but not necessarily in the C1[0,∞) topology; see Propositions 3.1 and 3.2.
6This refers to the coefficient of θ̇i. Generally, we could also consider an arbitrary damping coefficient γ > 0 and

replace θ̇i by γθ̇i, but of course then we may divide the equations (1.1) and (2.1) by γ. From a different point of view,
we may say that we are considering systems with nonzero damping coefficient.
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This affirmatively answered the variant of Question 1.1 for the first-order Kuramoto model (2.1).
The statement is as follows.

Theorem 2.1 ([44, Theorem 1.1],[47, Theorem 3.2]). If the initial data and system parameters
satisfy

(2.2) R0 > 0, κ > 1.6
max1≤i,j≤N |νi − νj |

|R0|2
,

then the global solution Θ = Θ(t) to (2.1) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking: for all i ∈ [N ],

∃ lim
t→∞

(θi(t) − νct), and lim
t→∞

θ̇i(t) = νc.

Remark 2.1. Theorem 1.1 was inspired by this counterpart theorem for the model (2.1).

2.2. Galilean Invariance. One defining feature of (1.1) is its sinusoidal coupling sin(θj − θi). This
nonlinearity severely limits the applicability of existing classical tools, particularly those catering to
linear equations, for analyzing (1.1) and (2.1).

Lemma 2.1. Let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (1.1). The phase and frequency averages satisfy

θc(t) = mω0
c (1 − e−t/m) + νc

(
t−m+me−t/m

)
+ θ0c ,

ωc(t) = ω0
ce

−t/m + νc

(
1 − e−t/m

)
, t ≥ 0,

(2.3)

where the subscript c denotes the average over particles:

(2.4) θ0c :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

θ0i , θc :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

θi, ω0
c :=

1

N

N∑
i=1

ω0
i , ωc :=

1

N

N∑
i=1

ωi, νc =
1

N

N∑
i=1

νi.

Proof. We sum up the both sides of

θ̇i = ωi, ω̇i =
1

m

(
νi − ωi +

κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi)
)

with respect to i, and then use the defining relations of mean values (2.4) to find

θ̇c = ωc, ω̇c =
νc
m

− ωc
m
, t > 0.

We integrate the above ODEs to find the desired estimates. □

Remark 2.2. Below, we provide several comments.

(1) It follows from (2.3) that

lim
t→∞

|θc(t) − (θ0c +mω0
c + νc(t−m))| = 0, lim

t→∞
|ωc(t) − νc| = 0.

(2) For νc = 0, it follows from (2.3) that

sup
0≤t<∞

|θc(t)| ≤ m|ω0
c | + |θ0c |, sup

0≤t<∞
|ωc(t)| ≤ |ω0

c |,

so that

|θi(t)| ≤ |θi(t) − θc(t)| + |θc(t)| ≤
1

N

N∑
i=1

|θi(t) − θj(t)| + sup
0≤t<∞

|θc(t)| ≤ D(Θ(t)) +m|ω0
c | + |θ0c |.

This yields the equivalence between the uniform boundedness of the maximal phase and the
phase diameter in the case νc = 0:

(2.5) sup
0≤t<∞

|θi(t)| <∞ ⇐⇒ sup
0≤t<∞

D(Θ(t)) <∞.
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The conserved quantities of Lemma 2.1 correspond to a linear Galilean symmetry of (1.1), given
as follows. For ν, ω, θ ∈ R, we define

(2.6)


ν̃i := νi − ν, θ̃0i := θ0i − θ, ω̃0

i := ω0
i − ω,

θ̃i(t) := θi(t) − θ −mω
(

1 − e−t/m
)
− ν

(
t−m+me−t/m

)
,

ω̃i(t) := ωi(t) − ωe−t/m − ν
(

1 − e−t/m
)
.

Proposition 2.1. Let (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) be a global solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1) with initial data

(Θ0, Θ̇0), Then, the following assertions hold.

(1) The transformed state (Θ̃(t), ˙̃Θ(t)) in (2.6) is a global solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1)

with initial data (Θ̃0, ˙̃Θ0).

(2) If we set ν = νc and ω = ω0
c , Θ(t) is a phase-locked state, meaning that θi(t) − θj(t) is

constant with respect to t for all i, j, if and only if Θ̃(t) is constant.

(3) If we set ν = νc, then Θ(t) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking if and only if Θ̃(t) converges.

Proof. It is easy to see that (θ̃i, ν̃i) satisfies the inertial Kuramoto model with the stipulated param-
eters, i.e., 

m
¨̃
θi +

˙̃
θi = ν̃i +

κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θ̃j − θ̃i), t > 0,

(θ̃i,
˙̃
θi)
∣∣∣
t=0+

= (θ0i − θ, ω0
i − ω), i ∈ [N ].

From θi(t)−θj(t) = θ̃i(t)−θ̃j(t), it is easy to see that if Θ̃(t) is constant then Θ(t) is a phase-locked

state, and that if Θ̃(t) converges then Θ(t) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking.
Conversely, if ν = νc and ω = ω0

c and Θ(t) is a phase-locked state, then from the fact that the

pairwise differences θ̃i(t) − θ̃j(t) are constant and from the conservation law

1

N

N∑
i=1

θ̃i(t)
(2.3),(2.6)

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

θ̃0i =: θ̃0c ,

it follows that Θ̃(t) is constant. To show this, one may sum up the constants θ̃i(t) − θ̃j(t) over the

index j (with i fixed). In this case, this yields
∑N
j=1(θ̃i(t)− θ̃j(t))/N = θ̃i(t)− θ̃0c . If ν = νc and Θ(t)

exhibits asymptotic phase-locking, then again from the fact that the pairwise differences θ̃i(t)− θ̃j(t)
converge and from the fact that the average normalized phase

1

N

N∑
i=1

θ̃i(t)
(2.3),(2.6)

= m(ω0
c − ω)(1 − e−t/m) +

1

N

N∑
i=1

θ̃0i

converges, it follows that Θ̃(t) converges. □

Remark 2.3. Because the conditions we require in our synchronization Theorems 1.1 and 4.1 are
invariant under Galilean symmetry (2.6), we may assume in the rest of this paper that

νc = 0 and ω0
c = 0.

2.3. Phase-locking as relative equilibria. The Galilean symmetry of Proposition 2.1 is the basis
of the definition of relative equilibria for (1.1), and the statements and arguments of this paper are
invariant under this symmetry. More precisely, due to (2.3), system (1.1) can possess (absolute)
equilibria only if νc = 0. Nevertheless, even when νc ̸= 0, we can take the Galilean transformation
(2.6) with ν = νc, θ = θ0c , and ω = ω0

c , after which we have θc(t) ≡ 0 and ωc(t) ≡ 0 and it
makes sense to discuss equilibria of the transformed variables. Solutions that transform under (2.6)
into equilibria are called phase-locked states, i.e., they are equilibria relative to an appropriately
rotating frame with asymptotic velocity νc. Solutions are said to exhibit asymptotic phase-locking if
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their Galilean transforms converge to equilibria; these are the single traveling solutions appearing in
Theorem 1.1. It is not hard to see that these definitions are equivalent to the following definitions.

Definition 2.1. Let (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) be a global solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1) or (2.1).

(1) (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) is a phase-locked state if for all i, j ∈ [N ], θi(t) − θj(t) is constant with respect
to t.

(2) (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking if

∃ lim
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t)), ∀ i, j ∈ [N ].

(3) (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) exhibits complete frequency synchronization if

lim
t→∞

max
i,j∈[N ]

|θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t)| = 0.

(4) (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) exhibits complete phase synchronization if

lim
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t)) ∈ 2πZ, ∀i, j ∈ [N ].

Remark 2.4. Below, we provide several comments on Definition 2.1.

(1) Asymptotic phase-locking implies complete frequency synchronization; one can easily see this
from the Duhamel principle, later presented in (3.7).

(2) Complete phase synchronization can happen only if νi = νj for all i, j ∈ [N ]. Again, this is
due to the Duhamel principle (3.7).

(3) Phase-locked states for (1.1) coincide with phase-locked states for (2.1), up to rotation of the
circle, when ω0

i ̸= ω0
j for some i, j. For a fixed initial phase Θ0, the constant map Θ(t) = Θ0

is a phase-locked state for both (1.1) and (2.1). If νc = νi + κ
N

∑N
j=1 sin(θ0j − θ0i ) for all

i, j, then the linear trajectory Θ(t) = νct1[N ] + Θ0 is a phase-locked state for both (1.1)

and (2.1). A difference arises when, in addtion, ω0
i = ω0

j =: ω0 for all i, j. In this case,

Θ(t) = [mω0(1 − e−t/m) + νc(t−m+me−t/m)]1[N ] + Θ0 is a phase-locked state for (1.1).

Having fixed other parameters and increasing κ to large values, it can be observed numerically
that phase-locked states emerge after a certain critical threshold [34, 79]. However, before reaching
that threshold, one sees partially ordered behavior among the oscillators [11]. The following definition
captures this concept.

Definition 2.2 ([44, Definition 4.1], [47, Definition 2.2]). Let (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) be a global solution to the
Cauchy problem (1.1).

(1) Given A ⊂ [N ], we say the solution (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) exhibits A-partial phase-locking if

sup
t≥0

sup
i,j∈A

|θi(t) − θj(t)| <∞.

(2) Given λ ∈ (0, 1], we say the solution (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) exhibits λ-partial phase-locking if there

exists A ⊂ [N ] with |A| ≥ λN such that the solution (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) exhibits A-partial phase-
locking.

Remark 2.5. In fact, [N ]-partial phase locking, or equivalently 1-partial phase-locking, is equivalent
to asymptotic phase-locking. See Remark 4.1.

2.4. Symmetries of the inertial Kuramoto model. In this subsection, we list several symme-
tries related to the inertial Kuramoto model in what follows. (Here, ∆(Θ) is defined in (4.12).)

(1) (Translation symmetry): the quantities D(V), D(Ω0), D(Θ), R(Θ) and ∆(Θ) are invariant
under the transformation (2.6).
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(2) (Dilation symmetry): the ‘normalized intrinsic frequencies’ νi/κ, ‘normalized inertia’ mκ,
and ‘normalized initial velocites’ ω0

i /κ are invariant under the time dilation symmetry 7: for
fixed α > 0,

κ 7→ ακ, νi 7→ ανi, m 7→ m/α,

θ0i 7→ θ0i , ω0
i 7→ αω0

i , θi(t) 7→ θi(αt), ωi(t) 7→ αωi(αt),
(2.7)

(3) (Reflection symmetry): the quantities D(V), D(Ω0), D(Θ), R(Θ) and ∆(Θ) are invariant
under the following transformation:

(2.8) νi 7→ −νi, θ0i 7→ −θ0i , ω0
i 7→ −ω0

i , θi(t) 7→ −θi(t), ωi(t) 7→ −ωi(t).
(4) (Particle exchange symmetry)8: the quantities D(V), D(Ω0), D(Θ), R(Θ), and ∆(Θ) are

invariant under the following transformation:

(2.9) νi 7→ νπ−1(i), θ0i 7→ θ0π−1(i), ω0
i 7→ ω0

π−1(i)

for fixed π ∈ SN (the symmetric group on N elements).

Note that the quantities mκ, D(V)/κ, and D(Ω0), that we are requiring to be small in our
synchronization framework, are invariant under all four symmetries listed above. When establishing
theorems regarding the Kuramoto model (1.1), it would be “natural” for those theorems to have
assumptions and statements that are invariant under the above symmetries. In some cases, if we
have a non-symmetric statement regarding the Kuramoto model (1.1), we can find a symmetric

counterpart. For example, if the solution to (1.1) with initial data (Θ0, Θ̇0) and parameters κ, m,

and V exhibits asymptotic phase-locking, so does the solution to (1.1) with initial data (Θ0, ˙̃Θ0)

and parameters κ̃, m̃, and Ṽ, if ˙̃Θ0/κ̃ = Θ̇0/κ, m̃κ̃ = mκ, and Ṽ/κ̃ = V/κ. Another example is the
concepts of “phase-locked states” and “asymptotic phase-locking”, given in Definition 2.1. These
are equivalent to the concept of “equilibria” and “convergence to equilibria” after we transform
system (1.1) using the Galilean transformation (2.6) with ν = νc and ω = ωc, and these concepts
are invariant under the above symmetries.

3. Zero inertia limit (m→ 0)

In this section, we study quantitative estimates for zero inertia limit of the inertial Kuramoto
model. Our rationale behind this paper is to consider the inertial Kuramoto model (1.1) as a per-
turbation of the original Kuramoto model (2.1) when m is small, which can then be seen as a
perturbation of the Kuramoto model (2.1) with identical intrinsic frequencies νi = νj when κ is
large. Then, a natural question is “In what sense is (1.1) a perturbation of (2.1)?” We will provide
two different perspectives on this matter.

In what follows, for initial data
(
Θ0,Ω0

)
, intrinsic frequencies V, a coupling strength κ and m > 0,

we denote by Θ(m, t), t ≥ 0, the solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1), and denote by Θ(0, t), t ≥ 0,
the solution to the Cauchy problem (2.1).

3.1. A quantitative Tikhonov theorem. We may first ask whether Θ(m, t) → Θ(0, t) as m→ 0.
This is true on finite time intervals away from zero: it is an immediate consequence of the Tikhonov
theorem [75, 78] that this convergence holds in the C0[0,∞) and C1(0,∞) Fréchet topologies (see
Proposition 3.1). By tedious computation, we will obtain a quantitative and higher-order version of
Tikhonov’s theorem, namely a C[0,∞)∩C∞(0,∞) convergence statement with explicit bounds (see
Proposition 3.2). By a comparison argument, we will obtain a qualitative version of Theorem 1.1
without any explicit bounds on the parameters (see Theorem 3.1).

7We decided against calling this “time dilation” to avoid confusion with its well-known usage in special relativity.
8In variants of (1.1) involving connectivity weights other than all-to-all uniform coupling of the model (1.1), the

particle exchange symmetry should also act on the connectivity weights aij , sending aij 7→ aπ−1(i)π−1(j).
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Proposition 3.1. Let (Θ(m, t),Ω(m, t)) and (Θ(0, t),Ω(0, t)) be solutions to the Cauchy problems
(1.1) and (2.1), respectively with the fixed initial conditions independent of m:

(Θ(m, 0),Ω(m, 0)) = (Θ0,Ω0).

Then, for all i ∈ [N ], θi(m, t) → θi(0, t) as m→ 0 in the Fréchet topologies C0[0,∞) and C1(0,∞):

(i) lim
m→0

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|θi(m, t) − θi(0, t)| = 0, ∀ T > 0,

(ii) lim
m→0

sup
t∈[T1,T2]

|ωi(m, t) − ωi(0, t)| = 0, ∀ T2 > T1 > 0.

Proof. We set

Fi(Θ(m, t)) := νi +
κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(m, t) − θi(m, t)), F = (F1, · · · , FN ).

Then, the Cauchy problem (1.1) states that the vector (Θ(m, t),Ω(m, t)) with 2N entries is the
unique solution to the ODE:{

d
dtΘ(m, t) = Ω(m, t),

m d
dtΩ(m, t) = −Ω(m, t) + F (Θ(m, t)),

with fixed initial conditions:

(Θ(m, 0),Ω(m, 0)) = (Θ0,Ω0).

Likewise, the vector (Θ(0, t),Ω(0, t)) with 2N entries is the unique solution to the ODE{
d
dtΘ(0, t) = Ω(0, t),

0 = −Ω(0, t) + F (Θ(0, t)),

with initial conditions:

(Θ(0, 0),Ω(0, 0)) = (Θ0, F (Θ0)).

Tikhonov’s theorem [78, Theorem 1.1] tells us that in this formulation, Θ(m, t) → Θ(0, t) as m→ 0
on compact subintervals [0, T ] ⊂ [0,∞), and Ω(m, t) → Ω(0, t) as m → 0 on compact subintervals
[T ′, T ] ⊂ (0,∞). □

Remark 3.1. (1) Proposition 3.1 does not give uniform-in-time bounds, i.e., convergence in
the uniform topology L∞([0,∞)), because it is not true: for example, in the case N = 2,
compare the first-order equation for θ = θ1 − θ2:{

θ̇ = 1 − 0.5 sin θ, t > 0,

θ0 = 0
and

{
0.5θ̈ + θ̇ = 1 − 0.5 sin θ, t > 0,

θ0 = θ̇0 = 0.

This is expected since two different dynamical systems with the same initial position data
usually do not agree in the long term.

(2) Proposition 3.1 does not give uniform convergence on neighborhoods of t = 0 for the first
derivative, i.e., it does not give convergence in the C1([0,∞)) topology, because it is also not

true: indeed, (1.1) prescribes the arbitrary value θ̇i(0) = ωi, but (2.1) mandates that θ̇i(0) =
νi +

∑
j sin(θ0j − θ0i ). This suggests that any approach to synchronization that approximates

the second-order model (1.1) by the first-order model (2.1) should be done in a time regime
away from t = 0.

In next proposition, we study a quantitative version of Proposition 3.1. It will turn out that

ωi(m, t) − ωi(0, t) = O(e−t/m) + O(m).
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Thus, we will consider an “initial time layer”9 of the form [0, ηm]. The synchronization analysis of
this paper, such as partial phase-locking (Theorem 5.1) or the quasi-monotonicity estimate of the
order parameter (Lemma 4.2), will be performed after this initial time layer [0, ηm]. The drawback
of Tikhonov’s theorem is that it does not give quantitative bounds, which are needed in Theorem 3.1
below. By working with the ODEs of (1.1) and (2.1) directly, we obtain explicit bounds, as shown
below in Proposition 3.2. We are also able to show C∞(0,∞) convergence.

Proposition 3.2. Fix initial data (Θ0,Ω0), intrinsic velocities (νi)
N
i=1, and a coupling strength

κ. For each m > 0, denote by Θ(m, t), t ≥ 0, the solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1), and de-
note by Θ(0, t), t ≥ 0, the solution to the Cauchy problem (2.1). Then, the following statements hold.

(1) (Convergence in Θ(m, ·)): Θ(m, t) converges to Θ(0, t) as m → 0 in the Fréchet topology
C0([0,∞)). Quantitatively, the convergence Θ(m, t) → Θ(0, t) is linear in m, with coefficients
depending on κ, ∥Ω0 − V∥∞, and e2κt:

∥(Θ(m, t) − Θ(0, t))∥∞

< m

∣∣∣∣maxi(ω
0
i − νi) + mini(ω

0
i − νi)

2

∣∣∣∣+
1

2
m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)e2κt, t ≥ 0,

(3.1)

and the convergence Θ(m, t)∧1[N ] → Θ(0, t)∧1[N ] is linear in m, with coefficients depending

on κ, D(Ω0 − V), and e2κt:

D(Θ(m, t) − Θ(0, t)) < m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)e2κt, t ≥ 0.(3.2)

(2) (Convergence in Θ̇(m, ·)): Θ̇(m, t) converges to Θ̇(0, t) as m → 0 in the Fréchet topology

C0(0,∞). Quantitatively, the convergence Θ̇(m, t) → Θ̇(0, t) is bounded by a linear combi-
nation of m and e−t/m, with coefficients depending on κ, ∥Ω0 − V∥∞, D(V) and e2κt:

∥(Θ̇(m, t) − Θ̇(0, t))∥∞
< (∥Ω0 − V∥∞ + κ)e−t/m +mκ(D(V) + 2κ) +mκ(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)e2κt, t ≥ 0,

(3.3)

and the convergence Θ̇(m, t)∧1[N ] → Θ̇(0, t)∧1[N ] is bounded by a linear combination of m

and e−t/m, with coefficients depending on κ, D(Ω0 − V), D(V) and e2κt:

D(Θ̇(m, t) − Θ̇(0, t))

< (D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)e−t/m + 2mκ(D(V) + 2κ) + 2mκ(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)e2κt, t ≥ 0.
(3.4)

(3) (Convergence in Θ(n)(m, ·) with n ≥ 2): Θ(m, t) converges to Θ(0, t) as m→ 0 in the Fréchet
topology C∞(0,∞). Quantitatively, for n ≥ 2, we have

∥Θ(n)(m, t) − Θ(n)(0, t)∥

≤ (n− 1)!

(
2κ+ ∥Ω0∥ + ∥V∥ +

9

8m

)n(
1 +

t

m

)n
e−t/m

+
9

8
mκ · n!e2κt

(
2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m

)n(
1 +

t

m

)n
e−t/m

+
3

4
mκ · (n+ 1)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))n(1 − e−t/m),

and

D(Θ(n)(m, t) − Θ(n)(0, t))

≤ 2(n− 1)!

(
2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m

)n(
1 +

t

m

)n
e−t/m

9We adopted this jargon from fluid mechanics.
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+
3

2
(n+ 1)!mκe2κt

(
2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m

)n(
1 +

t

m

)n
e−t/m

+
3

2
(n+ 1)!mκe2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))n(1 − e−t/m).

Proof. Since the proofs are very long and technical, we postpone them to Appendix E. □

With Proposition 3.2, and the partial phase-locking results of Section 5, we will quickly obtain a
synchronization result, namely Theorem 3.1, with only qualitative bounds on the system parameters.
We will provide the proof of Theorem 3.1 in Section 6, after we have developed the machinery
of partial phase-locking in Section 5. We state Theorem 3.1 here to demonstrate the power and
limitation of the approximation scheme Θ(m, t) → Θ(0, t), as m→ 0.

Theorem 3.1. Let Θ0 ∈ RN be such that R0 > 0, and let ε > 0. Let Θ(t) be the solution to the
Cauchy problem (1.1). Then, there exist sufficiently small numbers a, b, c > 0 depending only on Θ0

and ε such that if the initial data Ω0 and system parameters κ, m, and V satisfy

D(V)/κ < a, D(Ω0)/κ < b, mκ < c,

then asymptotic phase-locking occurs for Θ(t) with the following lower bounds for R:

lim
t→∞

R(t) >


1 − ε if N = 2,

1 − 2
N − ε if N = 3 or (3.5) holds,

R0 − ε otherwise,

where (3.5) is the following condition:

(3.5) θ0i ̸≡ θ0j mod 2π, ∀i ̸= j ∈ [N ].

Proof. We will prove Theorem 3.1 in Section 6, after we have developed the machinery of partial
phase-locking in Section 5. □

To obtain the specific quantitative bounds of Theorem 4.1 in Section 7, the approximation scheme
Θ(m, t) → Θ(0, t), m → 0 in Proposition 3.2 will not work. Instead, in the next subsection, we will
work with a dynamic approximation scheme: given two solutions Θ(m, t) and Θ(0, t) to (1.1) and
(2.1), respectively, whose positions Θ(m, t) and Θ(0, t) agree at a given time t > 0, how close are

they in a neighborhood of t, or, more precisely, how close are their velocities Θ̇(t)?

3.2. A dynamic approximation scheme. In this subsection, we will show that when mκ, mD(V),

mD(Ω) are small and t/m is large, Θ̇(t) can be approximately computed by the value given by
the ODE of (2.1). Such an approximation is vital since Grönwall’s inequality applies to first-order
differential inequalities but not to second-order differential inequalities. For this, we first rewrite the
N -dimensional second-order Cauchy problem (1.1) as the 2N -dimensional Cauchy problem

(3.6)



θ̇i = ωi, t > 0,

ω̇i =
1

m

(
νi − ωi +

κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi)
)
,

(θi, ωi)
∣∣∣
t=0+

= (θ0i , ω
0
i ), i ∈ [N ].

Again, system (3.6) admits a unique global solution and describes the same system as (1.1).10 One
advantage of this point of view is that it allows us to apply the Duhamel principle to ωi: write the

10To be precise, the application of the Cauchy-Lipschitz theory to (1.1) is through the system (3.6), so the
uniqueness and global existence of solutions is first established for (3.6) and then transferred to (1.1).



ASYMPTOTIC PHASE-LOCKING IN THE INERTIAL KURAMOTO MODEL 15

ODE of ωi as 
(
d

dt
+

1

m

)
ωi =

1

m

νi +
κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi)

 , t > 0,

ωi(0) = ω0
i ,

where we treat m−1
(
νi + κ

N

∑N
j=1 sin(θj − θi)

)
as an extraneous source term. Since G(t) = e−t/m

solves (
d

dt
+

1

m

)
G = 0, t > 0, G(0) = 1,

we invoke Duhamel’s principle to obtain

ωi(t) = ω0
iG(t) +

∫ t

0

G(t− s)
1

m

νi +
κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(s) − θi(s))

 ds

= ω0
i e

−t/m + νi(1 − e−t/m) +
κ

Nm

N∑
j=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m sin(θj(s) − θi(s))ds.

(3.7)

As this is a weighted time-delayed version of the first-order model (2.1), we could interpret the effect
of inertia as a weighted time delay in interactions.

In fact, we have the following decomposition:

ωi(t) =
κ
(
1 − e−t/m

)
N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(t) − θi(t))︸ ︷︷ ︸
nonlinear interaction term

+ ω0
i e

−t/m︸ ︷︷ ︸
initial frequency term

+ νi(1 − e−t/m)︸ ︷︷ ︸
intrinsic frequency term

+
κ

Nm

N∑
j=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m (sin(θj(s) − θi(s)) − sin(θj(t) − θi(t))) ds︸ ︷︷ ︸
time−delay error term

.

(3.8)

As we will see in Subsection 4.2 and Subsection 4.3, the “nonlinear interaction term” works to
increase the degree of synchronization, measured either in terms of the order parameter (see (4.7)
for the definition of order parameter) or the diameter of a majority cluster (see Definition 4.1).
However, it is unclear how the other terms, namely the “initial frequency term”, “intrinsic frequency
term”, and “time delay error terms”, contribute to synchronization; in the short term, they may
even work towards desynchronizing the system, in the sense of order parameters or diameters of
majority clusters. We also note that the nonlinear interaction term comes with the factor 1− e−t/m

and hence it is very small when t≪ m.
A proof strategy for Theorem 1.1 can be described as a passive game in which we, who wish to

synchronize the system, are playing against an adversary who wishes to desynchronize the system.
We may only passively set the nonlinear interaction term as it is, while the adversary is free to
choose the other terms: they are even allowed to choose ω0

i and νi adaptively and can manipulate
the history of the particle, within certain limitations necessitated by the physics of the model (1.1).

At times t ≪ m, the adversary is free to set ωi(t) within some physical limitations because, due
to 1 − e−t/m ≪ 1, our feeble nonlinear interaction term contributes virtually nothing to (3.8). We
only passively observe the adversary desynchronize the system (in whatever sense). After waiting
until t≫ m, we activate the nonlinear interaction term while the adversary conspires the other three
terms against us (again within physical limitations). To guarantee synchronization within our game,
the total effect of the first term should triumph over the total effect of the last three terms.
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Here are the physical limitations we impose on the adversary. Along with enforcing the diameters
D(V) and D(Ω0), we also set

D(Ω(t)) ≤ max{D(Ω0),D(V) + 2κ},

which is indeed true for (1.1) due to Lemma 3.1 below. For us to have any hope of winning this
game, the physical limitations imposed against the adversary must:

(1) limit their total influence on the system during the initial layer t≪ m; this can be enforced
if

(3.9) m · sup
i,j∈[N ], t≥0

|ωi(t) − ωj(t)| = m · sup
t≥0

D(Ω(t)) ≤ max{mD(Ω0),mD(V) + 2mκ} ≪ 1

(recall that we only care about the phase differences);
(2) limit their choice of ω0

i and νi compared to κ (which is the scale of our nonlinear interaction
term):

(3.10) D(Ω0)/κ, D(V)/κ≪ 1;

(3) make the time delay error term diminutive compared to κ: because of the crude bound

1

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |sin(θl(s) − θi(s)) − sin(θl(t) − θi(t))| ds

≤ 1

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(t− s)ds · sup
t≥0

D(Ω(t)) ≤ m · sup
t≥0

D(Ω(t))

this can be enforced using (3.9).

The conditions (3.9) and (3.10) can be established if the system parameters satisfy

(3.11) D(Ω0)/κ, D(V)/κ, mκ≪ 1.

These conditions are roughly our proposed framework for synchronization in Theorem 1.1 and The-
orem 4.1 and are necessary for us to win the game.

Heuristically, the small m regime has two benefits. The first is that the initial layer exposure
to an adversarial attack, in the form of ω0

i set unfavorably towards synchronization, is short and
the effect towards the dynamics of the phase differences θi − θj is minuscule. The second is that,
after the initial layer, we can quickly recover a dominant first-order term that makes the model
behave like the first-order Kuramoto model. In reality, the Cauchy problem (1.1) is not a game, at
least in the sense we described: no adversary is working against us with the authority to arbitrarily
set V, Ω, and the time delay error term to their whim. This myopic viewpoint of (1.1) led to the
restrictions D(Ω0)/κ ≪ 1 and mκ ≪ 1 in (3.11) which are potentially unnecessary,11 as suggested
by the simulations in the next section. To dispense with the conditions D(Ω0)/κ≪ 1 and mκ≪ 1,
we would have to come up with a viewpoint that is robust to minor changes in the intrinsic velocity
term and major changes in the initial velocity term and the time delay error term, possibly even
making these three terms cooperate towards synchronization; for a candidate of such a framework,
see Conjecture 4.2. Next, we derive crude bounds on Θ̇(t), which corresponds to the physical
limitations placed on the adversary in the above game.

11The smallness of D(V)/κ is necessary; see [32].
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Lemma 3.1 (Finite propagation speed [25, Lemma 2.2], [51, Lemmas 1 and 4]). Let (Θ,Ω) be a
global solution to (3.6). Then, for i, j ∈ [N ] and t ≥ 0, one has

(1) e−t/mω0
i + (1 − e−t/m)(νi − κ) ≤ ωi(t) ≤ e−t/mω0

i + (1 − e−t/m)(νi + κ).

(2) |ωi(t) − ωj(t)| ≤ e−t/m|ω0
i − ω0

j | + (1 − e−t/m)(|νi − νj | + 2κ).

(3) D(Ω(t)) ≤ e−t/mD(Ω0) + (1 − e−t/m) (D(V) + 2κ) .

(4)

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |(θi(s) − θj(s)) − (θi(t) − θj(t))| ds

≤ m|ω0
i − ω0

j |te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m2(|νi − νj | + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3
.

Proof. (i) We use (3.7) and with the estimate∣∣∣∣∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m sin(θj(s) − θi(s))ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/mds ≤ m(1 − e−t/m).

to derive the desired estimate.

(ii) We use the estimate (1) to find

e−t/m(ω0
i −ω0

j )+(1−e−t/m)(νi−νj−2κ) ≤ ωi(t)−ωj(t) ≤ e−t/m(ω0
i −ω0

j )+(1−e−t/m)(νi−νj+2κ).

This implies the desired estimate for |ωi − ωj |.

(iii) We take the maximum in (2) over all i, j ∈ [N ] to find the desired estimate.

(iv) We use the estimate (2) to see that for 0 ≤ s ≤ t,

|(θi(s) − θj(s)) − (θi(t) − θj(t))|

≤
∫ t

s

|ωi(τ) − ωj(τ)|dτ
(2)

≤
∫ t

s

(
|ω0
i − ω0

j |e−τ/m + (|νi − νj | + 2κ) (1 − e−τ/m)
)
dτ

≤ |ω0
i − ω0

j |m
(
e−s/m − e−t/m

)
+ (|νi − νj | + 2κ) (t− s−me−s/m +me−t/m).

(3.12)

Now, we multiply e−(t−s)/m to (3.12) and integrate the resulting relation to obtain∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |(θi(s) − θj(s)) − (θi(t) − θj(t))| ds

≤ m|ω0
i − ω0

j |
(
te−t/m −me−t/m +me−2t/m

)
+m(|νi − νj | + 2κ)

(
m− 2te−t/m −me−2t/m

)
≤ m|ω0

i − ω0
j |te−t/m

(
1 − e−t/m

)
+m2(|νi − νj | + 2κ)

(
1 − e−t/m

)3
,

where we have used the calculus inequalities

xe−x − e−x + e−2x ≤ xe−x
(
1 − e−x

)
, 1 − 2xe−x − e−2x ≤

(
1 − e−x

)3
, x ≥ 0.

□

In (3.8), the “nonlinear interaction term”, “initial frequency term”, and the “intrinsic frrequency
term” are computable given the initial conditions V and Ω0 and the current condition Θ(t). Lemma
3.1 (4) tames the “time-delay error term.” This allows us to gain an even better approximation of

Θ̇(t). Furthermore, this allows for controlling Θ̇A(t) given knowledge of ΘA(t), Ω0
A, and VA, for a

subset A ⊂ [N ]; see Lemma 3.2 below. This is needed when A is a majority cluster concentrated on
a small arc (see Definition 4.1). We again stress the importance of this “partial controlling lemma”
in that it will allow us to use the first-order Grönwall inequalities.
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Lemma 3.2. Let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (1.1). For A ⊂ [N ] and t ≥ 0, the following statements
hold.

(1) For i ∈ A,∣∣∣∣∣θ̇i(t) − ω0
i e

−t/m − νi

(
1 − e−t/m

)
− κ

N

∑
l∈A

sin (θl(t) − θi(t))
(

1 − e−t/m
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ |A|
N
κD(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+
|A|
N
mκ(D(VA) + 2κ)

(
1 − e−t/m

)3
+
N − |A|
N

κ(1 − e−t/m).

(2) For i, j ∈ A,∣∣∣∣∣θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t) − (ω0
i − ω0

j )e−t/m − (νi − νj)(1 − e−t/m)

− κ

N

(
1 − e−t/m

)∑
l∈A

(sin(θl(t) − θi(t)) − sin(θl(t) − θj(t)))

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

∣∣∣∣sin θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m
)
.

(3) For A = [N ] and i ∈ [N ],∣∣∣∣∣θ̇i(t) − ω0
i e

−t/m − νi

(
1 − e−t/m

)
− κ

N

N∑
l=1

sin (θl(t) − θi(t))
(

1 − e−t/m
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ κD(Ω0)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+mκ(D(V) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3
.

Proof. (i) It follows from (3.8) that

ωi(t) =
κ
(
1 − e−t/m

)
N

∑
l∈A

sin(θl(t) − θi(t)) + ω0
i e

−t/m + νi(1 − e−t/m)

+
κ

Nm

∑
l∈A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m (sin(θl(s) − θi(s)) − sin(θl(t) − θi(t))) ds

+
κ

Nm

∑
l∈[N ]\A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m sin(θl(s) − θi(s))ds.

(3.13)

Then, for i ∈ A,∣∣∣∣∣θ̇i(t) − ω0
i e

−t/m − νi

(
1 − e−t/m

)
− κ

N

(
1 − e−t/m

)∑
l∈A

sin (θl(t) − θi(t))

∣∣∣∣∣
(3.13)

≤ κ

Nm

∑
l∈A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |sin (θl(s) − θi(s)) − sin (θl(t) − θi(t))| ds

+
κ

Nm

∑
l∈[N ]\A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |sin(θl(s) − θi(s))| ds

≤ κ

Nm

∑
l∈A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |(θl(s) − θi(s)) − (θl(t) − θi(t))| ds

+
N − |A|
N

κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/mds
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Lemma 3.1(4)

≤ |A|
N
κD(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+
|A|
N
mκ(D(VA) + 2κ)

(
1 − e−t/m

)3
+
N − |A|
N

κ(1 − e−t/m).

(ii) For i, j ∈ A, we use (3.13) and the same argument as in (i) to find∣∣∣∣∣θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t) − (ω0
i − ω0

j )e−t/m − (νi − νj)(1 − e−t/m)

− κ

N

(
1 − e−t/m

)∑
l∈A

(sin(θl(t) − θi(t)) − sin(θl(t) − θj(t)))

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣ κ

Nm

∑
l∈A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m (sin(θl(s) − θi(s)) − sin(θl(t) − θi(t))) ds

∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣ κ

Nm

∑
l∈A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m (sin(θl(s) − θj(s)) − sin(θl(t) − θj(t))) ds

∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣ κ

Nm

∑
l∈[N ]\A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m (sin(θl(s) − θi(s)) − sin(θl(s) − θj(s))) ds

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ κ

Nm

∑
l∈A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |(θl(s) − θi(s)) − (θl(t) − θi(t))| ds

+
κ

Nm

∑
l∈A

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |(θl(s) − θj(s)) − (θl(t) − θj(t))| ds

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m
∣∣∣∣sin θi(s) − θj(s)

2

∣∣∣∣ ds
Lemma 3.1(4)

≤ 2 · |A|
N
κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m
∣∣∣∣sin θi(s) − θj(s)

2
− sin

θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ ds
+
N − |A|
N

2κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m
∣∣∣∣sin θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ ds
≤ 2 · |A|

N
κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |(θi(s) − θj(s)) − (θi(t) − θj(t))| ds

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

∣∣∣∣sin θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m
)

Lemma 3.1(4)

≤ 2 · |A|
N
κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

∣∣∣∣sin θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m
)



20 CHO, DONG, HA, AND RYOO

≤ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

∣∣∣∣sin θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m
)
.

(iii) In (1), we set A = [N ] to find the desired estimate. □

Remark 3.2. To check that our framework is applicable, we see that the additive error is bounded
by

κD(Ω0)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+mκ(D(V) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3

≤ mκD(Ω0) +mκ(D(V) + 2κ),

which is indeed ≪ κ under our crude framework (3.11).

3.3. Computing Θ̇(t) from Θ(t) and Θ̇0. The approximation scheme of the previous subsection
raises the following question:

Question 3.1. “Given the system parameters m, κ, V, initial frequency data Θ̇(T ), a time t ≥ 0,

and position data Θ(t) at time t, is the velocity data Θ̇(t) uniquely determined? If so, how can we

compute Θ̇(t)?”

We will completely answer the first question in Proposition 3.4, and partially answer the second
question in Proposition 3.3.

From the point of view of (3.6), Ω and Θ are essentially independent variables. Indeed, compared

to the first-order model (2.1), where the derivative Θ̇(t) at a fixed time t is solely determined by
Θ(t) (forgetting about Θ0), the second-order model (1.1) is more difficult to analyze because the

derivative Θ̇(t) at a fixed time t is not determined by Θ(t) (again, forgetting about Θ0 and Θ̇0),

but rather Θ̇(t) together with Θ(t) determines the past and future dynamics of Θ. However, this

does not rule out the possibility of recovering information about Θ̇(t) from Θ(t) and Θ̇0. Lemma 3.2

tells us how to estimate Θ̇(t) from Θ(t) and Θ̇0 (and t) up to a small additive error, and effectively
reduce the dimension of system (1.1)-(3.6) from 2N (that of (Θ,Ω)) to N (that of Θ). Can we do

better than Lemma 3.2? Is it even possible to determine Θ̇(t) from Θ(t) and Θ̇0? Notice that we
invoked the Duhamel principle (3.7) once in the proof of Lemma 3.1, and invoked (3.7) again in the
proof of Lemma 3.2, while using the boundedness | sin | ≤ 1. For short time ranges, we may iterate
the Duhamel principle (3.7) indefinitely.

Proposition 3.3. Fix N ∈ Z>0, κ,m, t0 > 0, and V,Ω0,Θ∗(t0) ∈ RN , where we denote Θ∗(t0) =
(θ∗1(t0), · · · , θ∗N (t0)). Define the map F = (f1, · · · , fN ) : (C[0, t0])N → (C[0, t0])N as follows: given
Ω∗ = (ω∗

1 , · · · , ω∗
N ) ∈ (C[0, t0])N and t ∈ [0, t0], we set

fi(Ω
∗)(t) = ω0

i e
−t/m + νi(1 − e−t/m)

+
κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−σ)/m sin

(
θ∗l (t0) − θ∗i (t0) −

∫ t0

σ

(ω∗
l (τ) − ω∗

i (τ))dτ

)
dσ.

Then, the following statements 12 hold.

(1) Given Ω∗ ∈ (C([0, t0]))N , there exists a (necessarily unique) solution (Θ,Ω) to (3.6), for
some choice of initial data Θ0, with Θ(t0) = Θ∗(t0), Ω(0) = Ω0, and Ω(t) = Ω∗(t) for
t ∈ [0, t0], if and only if it is a fixed point of F : F(Ω∗) = Ω∗.

12In this Proposition, an asterisk attached to a variable, as in Θ∗(t0) or Ω∗, signifies that it is a dummy variable in

place of the actual variables Θ and Ω arising from a solution to (3.6). The motivation is that we want to find solutions
(Θ,Ω) to (3.6), and Ω∗ is an approximation we have at hand to a bona fide Ω.
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(2) The map F : ℓN∞(C[0, t0]) → ℓN∞(C[0, t0]), where C[0, t0] is given the supremum norm, is

min{2κt0,
κt20
m }-Lipschitz.

(3) If t0 < max
{

1
2κ ,
√

m
κ

}
, there exists a unique solution (Θ,Ω) to (3.6) with Θ(t0) = Θ∗(t0)

and Ω(0) = Ω0, and we can find it by iterating F : start with any Ω∗ ∈ C[0, t0]N (such as
Ω∗(t) = Ω0, t ∈ [0, t0]), define

Ω = lim
n→∞

Fn(Ω∗),

and obtain Θ on [0, t0] by integration:

Θ(t) = Θ∗(t0) −
∫ t0

t

Ω(τ)dτ, t ∈ [0, t0].

Set Θ0 := Θ(0), and now (Θ,Ω) is the solution to (3.6) with initial data (Θ0,Ω0).

Proof. (i) A solution (Θ,Ω) to (3.6) with Θ(t0) = Θ∗(t0) and Ω(t) = Ω∗(t) for t ∈ [0, t0] must
necessarily be unique, for it must satisfy

(3.14) Θ(t) = Θ(t0) −
∫ t0

t

Ω(s)ds = Θ∗(t0) −
∫ t0

t

Ω∗(s)ds, t ∈ [0, t0],

and Θ(t) for t > t0 would be determined by uniqueness of solutions to (3.6).
If (Θ,Ω) is a solution to (3.6) with Θ(t0) = Θ∗(t0), Ω(0) = Ω0, and Ω(t) = Ω∗(t) for t ∈ [0, t0],

then it follows from (3.14) and the Duhamel principle (3.7) that

F(Ω)(t) = Ω(t), t ∈ [0, t0], hence F(Ω∗) = Ω∗.

Conversely, suppose Ω∗ ∈ (C([0, t0]))N satisfies F(Ω∗) = Ω∗. Define Θ[0,t0] ∈ C[0, t0]N using
(3.14). Then, we have

Θ[0,t0](t0) = Θ∗(t0) and Θ̇[0,t0](t) = Ω∗(t) for t ∈ [0, t0].

By definition of F and the fact that F(Ω∗) = Ω∗, we have the Duhamel principle: for t ∈ [0, t0],

ω∗
i (t) = ω0

i e
−t/m + νi(1− e−t/m) +

κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−σ)/m sin
(
(θ[0,t0])l(σ) − (θ[0,t0])i(σ)

)
dσ, i ∈ [N ].

Substituting t = 0 gives Ω∗(0) = Ω0. On the other hand, multiplying met/m, differentiating in t and
dividing by et/m on both sides of the above equality, gives

mω̇∗
i (t)et/m + ω∗

i (t) = νi +
κ

N

N∑
l=1

sin((θ[0,t0])l(t) − (θ[0,t0])i(t)), i ∈ [N ], t ∈ [0, t0].

Thus, Θ[0,t0] and Ω∗ solve (3.6) on the time interval [0, t0]. By global existence and uniqueness
of solutions to (3.6), there is a global solution (Θ,Ω) that agrees with (Θ[0,t0],Ω

∗) on [0, t0]. This

solution satisfies Ω(0) = Ω0 and Θ(t0) = Θ∗(t0).

(ii) For Ω∗, Ω̃∗ ∈ (C([0, t0]))N , t ∈ [0, t0], and i ∈ [N ], we have

|fi(Ω∗)(t) − fi(Ω̃
∗)(t)|

≤ κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−σ)/m
∣∣∣∣∫ t0

σ

(ω∗
l (τ) − ω∗

i (τ))dτ −
∫ t0

σ

(ω̃∗
l (τ) − ω̃∗

i (τ))dτ

∣∣∣∣ dσ
≤ 2κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−σ)/m(t0 − σ)dσ · max
i=1,··· ,N

∥ω∗
i − ω̃∗

i ∥C[0,t0]

= 2κ
(
t0 − t+m− t0e

−t/m −me−t/m
)
· ∥Ω∗ − Ω̃∗∥ℓ∞N (C[0,t0])
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≤ 2κ

(
t0 −m log

(
1 +

t0
m

))
· ∥Ω∗ − Ω̃∗∥ℓ∞N (C[0,t0])

≤ min

{
2κt0,

κt20
m

}
· ∥Ω∗ − Ω̃∗∥ℓ∞N (C[0,t0]),

where in the penultimate inequality, the maximum is attained at t = m log
(
1 + t0

m

)
, while in the

last inequality we used log(1 + x) ≥ max
{

0, x− x2

2

}
for x ≥ 0.

(iii) By statement (1), solutions (Θ,Ω) to (3.6) with Θ(t0) = Θ∗(t0) and Ω(0) = Ω0 are in one-to-
one correspondence with fixed points of F . But, given the bound on t0, the map F is a contraction
with respect to the ℓN∞(C([0, t0])) norm, and hence, by the Banach contraction principle, possesses
a unique fixed point, which can be found by iteration, as described in statement (3). □

We have not aimed to optimize Proposition 3.3: perhaps a choice of a better norm, or considering
phase differences instead of phases themselves, might lead to a longer time period. Returning to our
question of whether it is possible to determine Θ̇(t) from Θ(t) and Θ̇0, without actually giving an
algorithm to do so, we give the following answer. This suggests that any strategy to prove asymptotic
phase-locking that involves estimating Θ̇ from Θ(t) and Θ̇0 would likely be restricted to the small
inertia regime mκ≪ 1; in the large inertia regime mκ≫ 1, we would have to devise a new strategy,
for example along the lines of Conjecture 4.1. In the proof of Proposition 3.4, we will use the
following Sturm–Picone comparison principle.

Lemma 3.3 (Sturm–Picone Comparison Principle). Let a, b, c > 0 be positive real numbers, and
define the extended real-valued number

T ∗ := T ∗(a, b, c) =

{
∞, 4ac ≤ b2,

πa√
4ac−b2 + 2a√

4ac−b2 sin−1
(

b
2
√
ac

)
, 4ac > b2.

Let I ⊂ R be a connected interval, and let y : I → R be a continuous function such that for any
subinterval J ⊂ I on which y|J > 0 pointwise, we have that y is C2 on J and

aÿ(t) + bẏ(t) + cy(t) > 0, ∀ t ∈ J.

Then if there is a time t0 ∈ I such that y(t0) > 0 and ẏ(t0) ≥ 0, we have

y(t) > 0 for t ∈ I ∩ [t0, t0 + T ∗].

Proof. The proof of Lemma 3.3 will be provided in Appendix B, where we state and prove a more
detailed version of Lemma 3.3, namely, Lemma B.1. Assuming Lemma 3.3, we proceed with the
proof of Proposition 3.4. □

Proposition 3.4. Let κ,m, t∗ > 0. Then, the following assertions hold.

(1) Suppose that

either mκ ≤ 1

4
; or mκ >

1

4
and t∗ ≤ πm√

4mκ− 1
+

2m√
4mκ− 1

sin−1

(
1√

4mκ

)
,

and let N ∈ Z>0 and V ∈ RN be arbitrary. Let Θ(t) and Φ(t) be two solutions to (1.1) with

initial data (Θ0, Θ̇0) and (Φ0, Φ̇0), respectively. If Θ̇0 = Φ̇0 and Θ(t∗) = Φ(t∗), then we have

Θ̇(t∗) = Φ̇(t∗).

(2) Suppose that

mκ >
1

4
and t∗ >

πm√
4mκ− 1

+
2m√

4mκ− 1
sin−1

(
1√

4mκ

)
, N ≥ 2.
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Then there exist a natural frequency vector V and initial data (Θ0, Θ̇0) and (Φ0, Φ̇0) such

that if Θ(t) is a solution to (1.1) with initial data (Θ0, Θ̇0) and Φ(t) is a solution to (1.1)

with initial data (Φ0, Φ̇0), then we have

Θ̇0 = Φ̇0, Θ(t∗) = Φ(t∗) and Θ̇(t∗) ̸= Φ̇(t∗).

Proof. We will prove the first assertion using the Sturm–Picone comparison principle given in Lemma
3.3. The second assertion follows from constructing an example.

(i) Let Θ(t) = (θi)i∈[N ] and Φ(t) = (φi)i∈[N ] be global solutions to (1.1). Then for i, j ∈ [N ],

m(θ̈i − φ̈i − θ̈j + φ̈j) + (θ̇i − φ̇i − θ̇j + φ̇j)

=
κ

N

N∑
k=1

(sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi) − sin(θk − θj) + sin(φk − φj)) .
(3.15)

We define the ℓ2-mismatch functional13

(3.16) L = ∥(Θ − Φ) ∧ 1[N ]∥2 =

√∑
i<j

(θi − φi − θj + φj)2.

From the smoothness of Θ(t) and Φ(t), it follows that L(t) is smooth at times t when L(t) ̸= 0.
Whenever L(t) ̸= 0, we may find the orbital derivatives of L by squaring and differentiating:

L2 =
∑
i<j

(θi − φi − θj + φj)
2,

LL̇ =
∑
i<j

(θi − φi − θj + φj)(θ̇i − φ̇i − θ̇j + φ̇j),(3.17)

LL̈ =
∑
i<j

(θi − φi − θj + φj)(θ̈i − φ̈i − θ̈j + φ̈j) +
∑
i<j

(θ̇i − φ̇i − θ̇j + φ̇j)
2 − L̇2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0 (∵(3.17)∧Cauchy−Schwarz)

,(3.18)

and so

L
(
mL̈ + L̇ + κL

)
= mLL̈ + LL̇ + κL2

(3.18)

≥
∑
i<j

(θi − φi − θj + φj)
(
m(θ̈i − φ̈i − θ̈j + φ̈j) + (θ̇i − φ̇i − θ̇j + φ̇j)

)
+ κL2

(3.15)
=
∑
i<j

(θi − φi − θj + φj) ·
κ

N

N∑
k=1

(
sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi) − sin(θk − θj) + sin(φk − φj)

)
+ κL2

=
κ

N

∑
i,j,k

(θi − φi − θj + φj) (sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi)) + κL2

=: I1 + κL2.

(3.19)

Next, we claim that

(3.20) I1 ≥ −κL2.

13Of course, the ℓ2 norm is taken with respect to the standard basis of
∧2 RN . We can also use the ℓp-mismatch

functional for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. If p is an even integer, we get the same result (3.21) below. The analysis becomes

trickier if p is not an even integer, since the functional may not be differentiable at times whenever θi−ϕi−θj +ϕj = 0

for some distinct indices i and j, but by the analyticity of Θ(t) and Φ(t), such times are discrete. Perhaps it can be
shown that (3.21) holds in a suitable sense with Dini derivatives.
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Proof of (3.20): By direct calculation, one has

I1 =
κ

N

∑
i,j,k

(θi − φi − θj + φj) (sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi))

=
κ

N

∑
i,j,k

(θk − φk − θj + φj) (sin(θi − θk) − sin(φi − φk)) (∵ switch i and k)

= − κ

N

∑
i,j,k

(θk − φk − θj + φj) (sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi))

=
κ

2N

∑
i,j,k

(θi − φi − θk + φk) (sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi))

= κ
∑
i<k

(θi − φi − θk + φk) (sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi))

≥ −κ

(∑
i<k

(θi − φi − θk + φk)2

)1/2(∑
i<k

(sin(θk − θi) − sin(φk − φi))
2

)1/2

≥ −κL

(∑
i<k

(θk − θi − φk + φi)
2

)1/2

= −κL2,

where we used the average of the first and third lines in the fourth line. Equality in the final in-
equality is impossible unless L = 0.

By (3.19) and (3.20) on an interval where L > 0, we have

mL̈ + L̇ + κL > 0.(3.21)

Thus, the hypothesis of Lemma 3.3 is satisfied with the following setting:

a = m, b = 1, c = κ, I = [0,∞), and y = L.

Since Θ(t∗) = Φ(t∗), we have

(3.22) L(t∗) = 0.

Next, we claim that L(0) = 0. If L(0) > 0, then, it follows from Θ̇0 = Φ̇0 and (3.17) that L̇(0) = 0.
But then, it follows from Lemma 3.3 that L(t) > 0 for t ∈ [0,∞) ∩ [0, T ∗], with

T ∗ = T ∗(a, b, c) = T ∗(m, 1, κ) =

{
∞, mκ ≤ 1

4 ,
πm√

4mκ−1
+ 2m√

4mκ−1
sin−1

(
1√
4mκ

)
, mκ > 1

4 .

By assumption, t∗ ≤ T ∗, so that L(t∗) > 0 which contradicts to (3.22). Therefore, we have L(0) = 0
which means that

θ0i − φ0
i = θ0j − φ0

j for all i, j ∈ [N ],

i.e. there is a constant α ∈ R such that θ0i = φ0
i + α for i ∈ [N ]. But we also know Θ̇0 = Φ̇0. By the

Galilean symmetry (2.6), it follows that θi(t) = φi(t) +α for i ∈ [N ] and t ≥ 0. From Θ(t∗) = Φ(t∗),

we have α = 0, thus Θ(t) = Φ(t) for all t ≥ 0, and, a fortiori, Θ̇(t∗) = Φ̇(t∗).

(ii) Let N ≥ 2, V = 0, and η ∈ (0, π). We decompose N = N1 +N2 where N1, N2 ≥ 1, and consider
the distinct initial data:

θ01 = · · · = θ0N1
= ηN2/N, θ0N1+1 = · · · = θ0N = −ηN1/N, φ0

i = −θ0i , i ∈ [N ],

θ̇0i = φ̇0
i = 0, i ∈ [N ].



ASYMPTOTIC PHASE-LOCKING IN THE INERTIAL KURAMOTO MODEL 25

Now, we consider the solutions (Θ, Θ̇) and (Φ, Φ̇) to (1.1) with initial conditions Θ(0) = (θ01, · · · , θ0N )

and Θ̇(0) = (θ̇01, · · · , θ̇0N ), and Φ(0) = (φ0
1, · · · , φ0

N ) and Φ̇(0) = (φ̇0
1, · · · , φ̇0

N ), respectively. By the
particle exchange symmetry (2.9), we have

θ1(t) = · · · = θN1(t) and θN1+1(t) = · · · = θN (t) for all t ≥ 0.

On the other hand, by (2.3), we have

1

N

N∑
i=1

θi(t) = 0 for all t ≥ 0.

Therefore, denoting θrel(t) := θ1(t) − θN (t), t ≥ 0, we have

θ1(t) = · · · = θN1(t) =
N2

N
θrel(t), θN1+1(t) = · · · = θN (t) = −N1

N
θrel(t), t ≥ 0.

On the other hand, by the reflection symmetry (2.8), we have

φi(t) = −θi(t), i ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0.

Therefore, the dynamics is one-dimensional, depending on the single variable θrel(t). Its dynamics is
governed by the following Cauchy problem to the second-order ODE:{

mθ̈rel + θ̇rel = −κ sin (θrel) , t > 0,

θrel(0) = η, θ̇rel(0) = 0.

In other words, θrel corresponds to the phase of a damped circular pendulum under a uniform
gravitational field. As η → 0, θrel/η approaches the solution θ to the second-order linear ordinary
differential equation

mθ̈ + θ̇ = −κθ, θ(0) = 1, θ̇(0) = 0.

As mκ > 1
4 , the solution is

θ(t) = e−t/2m
(

cos

(√
4mκ− 1

2m
t

)
+

1√
4mκ− 1

sin

(√
4mκ− 1

2m
t

))
and has its first zero on [0,∞) at t1 = πm√

4mκ−1
+ 2m√

4mκ−1
sin−1

(
1√
4mκ

)
.

It is well-known from classical mechanics that θrel also has a smallest positive zero tη1 , which
is simple and which approaches the zero t1 as η → 0 and which grows to infinity as η → π

2 (we
always have tη1 > t1 by the Sturm–Picone comparison principle, Lemma 3.3). Thus, given t∗ > t1,
by the intermediate value theorem, there exists η ∈ (0, π2 ) such that t∗ = tη1 . Then θrel(t

∗) = 0 and

θ̇rel(t
∗) < 0, so

Θ(t∗) = Φ(t∗) = 0,

but we have

Θ̇(t∗) = θ̇rel(t
∗)
( N2

N
, · · · , N2

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
N1 times

,−N1

N
, · · · ,−N1

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
N2 times

)
̸= θ̇rel(t

∗)
(
−N2

N
, · · · ,−N2

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
N1 times

,
N1

N
, · · · , N1

N︸ ︷︷ ︸
N2 times

)
= Φ̇(t∗).

□

Remark 3.3. Below, we comment on the results of Proposition 3.4.

(1) Although the correspondence RN × RN → RN × RN , (Θ0, Θ̇0) 7→ (Θ(t), Θ̇(t)) is a diffeo-

morphism, this does not necessarily mean that for a fixed Θ̇0 the restricted map RN → RN ,
Θ0 7→ Θ(t) is bijective. Nevertheless, Proposition 3.4 tells us that this restricted map is a

diffeomorphism when mκ ≤ 1
4 or mκ > 1

4 and t ≤ πm√
4mκ−1

+ 2m√
4mκ−1

sin−1
(

1√
4mκ

)
.
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(2) From statement (1) of Proposition 3.4, it appears that the intrinsic velocities V play no role

in the determinability of Θ̇(t) from Θ̇0 and Θ(t). However, in this regard, statement (2) of
Proposition 3.4 has the weakness that it specifies a V (namely, V = 0). It would be interesting
to strengthen statement (2) of Proposition 3.4 to hold for arbitrary V.

(3) Of course, knowledge of not only Θ̇0 and Θ(t) but also Θ0 is sufficient to determine Θ̇(t). We

may ask whether there is an explicit function of Θ̇0, Θ(t), and Θ0 that better approximates

Θ̇(t), e.g., does the knowledge of R0, for example, give explicit functions with better error
bounds than those of Lemma 3.2?

(4) Proposition 3.4 does not tell us how to compute Θ̇(t) from Θ̇0 and Θ(t) even if it is uniquely
determined, whereas Proposition 3.3 gives an explicit algorithm in shorter time intervals[
0,max

{
1
2κ ,
√

m
κ

})
. It would be interesting to find an effective algorithm which calculates

Θ̇(t) from Θ̇0 and Θ(t) in the full range of Proposition 3.4 (1), namely

mκ ≤ 1

4
and t∗ > 0 or mκ >

1

4
and 0 < t∗ ≤ πm√

4mκ− 1
+

2m√
4mκ− 1

sin−1

(
1√

4mκ

)
,

perhaps by finding a better version of the mapping F . If such an algorithm was descriptive
enough to yield bounds improving those of Lemma 3.2, and if the bounds did not worsen for
large time in the case mκ ≤ 1

4 , it may even give stronger versions of Theorems 1.1 and 4.1

(which already assume mκ ≤ 1
4), since the estimates used in their proofs, such as Lemma

4.2 and Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 7.2 depend fundamentally on Lemma 3.2.

4. Synchronization Mechanism, Conjectures and Strategy

So far, we have not yet described why the nonlinear interaction term in (3.8) contributes to
synchronization. In this section, we will describe three mechanisms behind this in the next three
subsections. In the fourth subsection, we will delineate our main framework for synchronization of
(1.1), namely Theorem 4.1. For convenience, related previous results are provided in Appendix A.

4.1. Synchronization Mechanism I. Inertial gradient flow formulation of (1.1) and the
 Lojasiewicz gradient theorem. The inertial Kuramoto model (1.1), or equivalently the second-
order model (3.6), admits an inertial gradient flow formulation. For this, we define the analytic
potential P = P (Θ) as

(4.1) P (Θ) := −
N∑
k=1

νkθk +
κ

2

N∑
k,l=1

(
1 − cos(θk − θl)

)
.

Then system (1.1) can be rewritten as an inertial gradient flow system:

(4.2) mΘ̈ + Θ̇ = −∇ΘP (Θ).

We introduce the zero set of the potential force −∇ΘP (Θ):

S := {(Θ,0) ∈ R2N : ∇ΘP (Θ) = 0}.

The classical  Lojasiewicz gradient theorem [59], which is a consequence of the  Lojasiewicz gradient
inequality [58], states that a bounded solution to a first-order gradient flow of a real analytic potential
converges asymptotically. This was extended to the generality of inertial gradient flow systems in
[48, Theorem 1.1]; it was observed in [25, Proposition 2.1] that this formulation applies to the inertial
Kuramoto model (1.1) via the formulation (4.2).

Proposition 4.1 ([25, Proposition 2.1], [48, Theorem 1.1], [6, Corollary 5.1]). Let (Θ,Ω) be a global
solution to (3.6) satisfying the following zero-sum condition and a priori uniform bound estimate:

νc = 0, ∥Θ∥W 1,∞ := ∥Θ∥L∞(R+) + ∥Ω∥L∞(R+) <∞.
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Then, there exists (Θ∞,0) ∈ S such that

lim
t→∞

(
∥Θ(t) − Θ∞∥∞ + ∥Ω(t)∥∞

)
= 0.

Moreover, the convergence is at least algebraic: there exist constants c, C > 0 such that

∥Θ(t) − Θ∞∥∞ ≤ Ct−c, t ≥ 0.

Remark 4.1. We give several comments on the content of Proposition 4.1.

(1) It follows from Lemma 3.1 that

∥Ω∥L∞(R+) <∞.

Thus, in order to apply the result of Proposition 4.1, it suffices to check the following uniform
bound on Θ:

(4.3) ∥Θ∥L∞(R+) <∞.

Furthermore, by (2.5) of Remark 2.2, the condition (4.3) is equivalent to the condition

(4.4) sup
0≤t<∞

D(Θ(t)) <∞,

invariant under the Galilean transformation (2.6). Thus, this seemingly weaker condition
(4.4) is equivalent to asymptotic phase-locking of the Kuramoto phase flow Θ, i.e., to show
asymptotic phase-locking, it is enough to show (4.4).

(2) In the small inertia regime mκ ≤ 1
4 , another equivalent formulation of asymptotic phase-

locking is the finiteness of collisions, shown in [18]. For a simple proof and strengthening of
this fact, we refer to Appendix D and Theorem D.1.

In general, it is impossible to construct a Lyapunov functional for (1.1) or (2.1) with the torus TN
as the configuration space because of an example of system parameters V and initial data Θ0, Ω0

given below, such that the solution does not achieve asymptotic phase-locking no matter the choice
of κ and m.

Example 4.1. Consider parameters for (1.1) where we have a decomposition

[N ] =

M⊔
α=1

Aα, M ≥ 2, Aα ̸= ∅,

with respect to which the initial data satisfying

∀α ∈ [M ],
∑
i∈Aα

eiθ
0
i = 0,

and the intrinsic and initial frequencies satisfying

∀ α ∈ [M ], ∀ i, j ∈ Aα, νi = νj =: ν̃α and ω0
i = ω0

j =: ω̃0
α,

and
νi ̸= νj ∀i ∈ Aα1

, ∀j ∈ Aα2
, α1 ̸= α2 ∈ [M ].

Then, the solution to (1.1) is given as

θi(t) = mω0
i (1 − e−t/m) + νi(t−m+me−t/m) + θ0i , ωi(t) = ω0

i e
−t/m + νi(1 − e−t/m),

since solutions to (1.1) are unique and the above solution satisfies

N∑
i=1

eiθi(t) =
∑
α∈[M ]

ei(mω̃
0
α(1−e−t/m)+ν̃α(t−m+me−t/m))

∑
i∈Aα

eiθ
0
i = 0,

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(t) − θi(t)) = ℑ

e−iθi(t)
N∑
j=1

eiθj(t)

 = 0, mω̇i(t) + ωi(t) = νi.
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A special case of this solution was given in [47, Example 2.2]:

N = 4, ν1 = ν2 ̸= ν3 = ν4, θ1 = ν1t, θ2 = ν1t+ π, θ3 = ν3t, θ4 = ν3t+ π.

Recalling the definition (1.2) of the order parameter R, we observe that

R(Θ(t)) = 0 for all t ≥ 0.

It can be shown that these are the only configurations for which R = 0 for all t ≥ 0.
Observe that no matter the choice of κ or m, the above solution does not achieve asymptotic

phase-locking. Hence, we cannot expect asymptotic phase-locking for arbitrary initial data even in
the large coupling regime. Nevertheless, the condition R > 0 which is true for Lebesgue-almost every
initial data14 rules out this pathological initial data. The best result we can hope for is asymptotic
phase-locking for generic initial data in the large coupling regime.

Despite Example 4.1, we can still ask if one can construct weak Lyapunov functionals for (1.1)

and (2.1), namely functions f : T × RN → R and g : TN → R such that d
dtf(Θ, Θ̇) ≥ 0 for any

solution Θ to (1.1), and d
dtg(Θ) ≥ 0 for any solution Θ to (2.1), with equality happening only at

phase-locked states traveling at constant speed, and the configurations of Example 4.1. We pose this
as a question below.

Conjecture 4.1.

(1) (Weak form) There is a constant c ≥ 1
2 such that if κ > cD(V), then (1.1) and (2.1) admit

weak Lyapunov functionals.

(2) (Strong form) Denoting the critical coupling strength15 as κc(V), if κ > κc(V), then (1.1)
and (2.1) admit weak Lyapunov functionals.

4.2. Synchronization Mechanism II. Stability of majority clusters. Another viewpoint on

the role of the term 1
N

∑N
l=1 sin(θl − θi) in synchronization is the following. In θ̇j − θ̇i, there is the

term

1

N

N∑
l=1

sin(θl − θj) −
1

N

N∑
l=1

sin(θl − θi) = −2 sin

(
θj − θi

2

)
· 1

N

N∑
l=1

cos

(
θl −

θi + θj
2

)
.

Assuming without loss of generality that θi < θj ≤ θi + π, this will be negative if and only if

(4.5)
1

N

N∑
l=1

cos

(
θl −

θi + θj
2

)
> 0,

contributing to θi and θj being pulled towards each other.
If {θi}Ni=1 is evenly distributed throughout the circle, the relation (4.5) would not likely happen

for many pairs of i and j, and even if the left-hand side of (4.5) were positive, it would be small16

and the synchronous effects can be ignored. However, if a majority of the oscillators, say {θi}i∈A,
with |A| ≥ λN and λ > 1

2 , are concentrated in a sufficiently small arc, say of length ℓ ∈ (0, π), this
can happen for i, j ∈ A. In particular, when

i = argminl∈A θl, j = argmaxl∈A θl,

14Indeed, assume N ≥ 2, since when N = 1, the case R = 0 cannot happen. Let X denote the set of bipolar
configurations Θ ∈ RN . Then X is a one-dimensional closed submanifold of RN . On the open set O = RN \ X, the

map f : O → C, f(Θ) = 1
N

∑N
i=1 e

iθi , has 0 as a regular value, so f−1(0) is an (N − 2)-dimensional submanifold of

O. Therefore the set of Θ such that R(Θ) = 0 forms a subset of RN of Hausdorff dimension at most max{1, N − 2}.
15This is the coupling strength above which phase-locked states exist. It is given as a function of V [79].
16The heuristic is that if {θi}Ni=1 is evenly distributed throughout the circle, then the order parameter R would be

small, but
∣∣∣ 1
N

∑N
l=1 cos

(
θl −

θi+θj
2

)∣∣∣ ≤ R since it is the inner product of the centroid 1
N

∑
l e

iθl and the unit vector

ei(θi+θj)/2.
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then (4.5) will be guaranteed when

1

N

∑
l∈A

cos

(
θl −

θi + θj
2

)
+

1

N

∑
l/∈A

cos

(
θl −

θi + θj
2

)
≥ λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ) > 0,

or

(4.6) ℓ ∈
(

0, 2 cos−1

(
1

λ
− 1

))
Thus, we introduce the following definition.

Definition 4.1. Fix λ ∈ (0, 1] and ℓ ∈ (0, 2π). Given a vector Θ ∈ RN and a subset A ⊂ [N ], we
say that ΘA is a λ-cluster of arc length ≤ ℓ if |A| ≥ λN and, up to 2π-translations, we have

D (ΘA) ≤ ℓ.

The above heuristic says roughly that whenever λ ∈ ( 1
2 , 1] and ℓ ∈ (0, π) satisfy (4.6), a λ-cluster

of arclength ≤ ℓ should be stable, possibly under additional assumptions. Theorem 5.1 given later
in Section 5 confirms this heuristic.

4.3. Synchronization Mechanism III. Quasi-monotonicity of the order parameter. Recall
the definition of the order parameter (1.2). More generally, given a phase vector Θ ∈ RN , we
introduce the amplitude order parameter R = R(Θ) and phase order parameter ϕ = ϕ(Θ) as

(4.7) Reiϕ :=
1

N

N∑
j=1

eiθj .

Note that R and ϕ are well-defined as long as the right-hand side of (4.7) is not zero, and when we
simply say order parameter, we mean the amplitude order parameter R.

Given a solution Θ(t) to (1.1), we denote R(t) = R(Θ(t)) and ϕ(t) = ϕ(Θ(t)). Then R is a well-
defined continuous real-valued function of t. On a time interval where R is positive, R is a smooth
function of t, and there is a smooth section of ϕ that is unique up to modulo 2π shifts.

In some sense, the functional R measures the overall degree of synchronization, with R being close
to 1 or 0 signifying synchrony or asynchrony, respectively. The functional ϕ can be thought of as a
representative phase value for the position of a typical particle; it is a strong representative when R
is close to 1 and a weak representative when R is close to 0.

We divide both sides of (4.7) by eiθi and compare the real and imaginary parts to find

(4.8) R sin(ϕ− θi) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − θi), R cos(ϕ− θi) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

cos(θj − θi).

On the other hand, we again divide both sides of (4.7) by eiϕ and compare the real and imaginary
parts to obtain

R =
1

N

N∑
j=1

cos(θj − ϕ), 0 =
1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − ϕ).(4.9)

Also, we have

R2 (4.9)1
=

1

N

N∑
j=1

R cos(θj − ϕ)
(4.8)2

=
1

N2

N∑
i,j=1

cos(θj − θi).(4.10)

We have the following description of the dynamics of Θ and R.

Lemma 4.1. Let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). Then, the following assertions hold.
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(1) The order parameter R satisfies

Ṙ = − 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − ϕ)θ̇j .(4.11)

(2) The inertial Kuramoto model can be rewritten using the order parameters (R,ϕ) as follows:

mθ̈i + θ̇i = νi − κR sin(θi − ϕ), i ∈ [N ].

Proof. (i) We differentiate both sides of (4.9)1 with respect to t to get the time derivative of R:

Ṙ = − 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − ϕ)(θ̇j − ϕ̇)
(4.9)2

= − 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − ϕ)θ̇j .

(ii) We use (4.8)1 to rewrite (1.1) in mean-field form. □

From Lemma 4.1, we have

Ṙ =
κR

N

N∑
j=1

sin2(θj − ϕ) +
1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj − ϕ)(mθ̈j − νj),

and so we can see that the sinusoidal coupling term of (1.1) tends to increase R, while the effect of
the natural frequencies and the inertia are uncertain. Another way to see this is that by (4.10), the
potential can be written as

P (Θ) = −
N∑
k=1

νkθk +
κN2

2

(
1 −R2

)
.

We may imagine that R is a functional that is trying to increase along the dynamics of the nonlinear
couplings, while the “impurities” caused by V not being identical over the oscillators and the time-
delay effect of the inertia may disrupt the monotonic behavior of R. Motivated by the formula for
Ṙ, we introduce the mean-square deviation

(4.12) ∆ := ∆(Θ) :=
1

N

N∑
k=1

sin2(θk − ϕ),

which will be used in quantifing the quasi-monotonicity of R. Note that the functional ∆ measures
the closeness to either a completely synchronized state or a bi-polar configuration, i.e., states where
θi − θj ∈ πZ for all i, j ∈ [N ].

In the case of the first-order model (2.1) with the same identical natural frequencies νi = νj for
all i, j ∈ [N ], we have the identity

Ṙ = κR∆ =
1

κRN

N∑
i=1

θ̇2i ≥ 0.

This immediately shows that R is monotonically increasing in t, that R2 is a Lyapunov functional
and it can be used to show that any solution to (2.1) with identical frequencies must converge. In the
second-order model (1.1) with identical natural frequencies νi = νj , there is an energy dissipation
formula17 [23, Proposition 4.1]

(4.13)
d

dt

(
κ(1 −R2)

2
+
m

2
Var(Ω)

)
= −Var(Ω).

See Appendix A.2 for the resulting convergence statements.

17More precisely, [23] uses the expression 1
N

∑N
i=1 ω

2
i instead of Var(Ω). Our substitution is harmless by the

Galilean transformation (2.6).
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However, in the nonidentical case, R(t)2 fails to be a Lyapunov functional, but we will show that
it can serve as a proxy for a Lyapunov functional of the model (1.1). Ideally, we would like to have
a Lyapunov functional for (1.1) defined on the torus in the nonidentical case, i.e., we would like to

answer Conjecture 4.1. The Lyapunov functional may perhaps be given as a perturbation of κ(1−R
2)

2 +
m
2 Var(Ω). In the presence of nonidentical frequencies and the inertia term, Ṙ might decrease for
certain configurations (Θ,Ω). Nevertheless, we will obtain a “quasi-monotonicity formula” as follows.
We will later use this to control the dynamics of (1.1).

Lemma 4.2 (Quasi-monotonicity formula for R). Let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). Then, the
order parameter R defined as in (4.7) satisfies the following differential inequality:

Ṙ(t) ≥κR(t)∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)
−
√

∆(t)D(Ω0)e−t/m/2 −
√

∆(t)D(V)(1 − e−t/m)/2

− κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

D(Ω0)te−t/m +m(D(V) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)2)

,
(4.14)

for t ≥ 0. Moreover, for η > 0, we have

(4.15) R(t) ≥ R0 − ζ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η), t ≤ ηm,

and

(4.16) Ṙ(t) ≥ κ
√

∆(t)(1 − e−t/m)
(
R(t)

√
∆(t) − ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η)

)
, t ≥ ηm,

where ζ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η) and ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η) are the dimensionless quantities defined as follows:
(4.17)
ζ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η) :=

m(1 − e−η)

2

[
D(Ω0) + D(V)η

]
+m2κ

(
1 − e−η

)3 [3

4
D(Ω0) + (D(V) + 2κ)η

]
,

ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η) := (D(V) + 2κ)m+ D(Ω0)mmax{1, η}e−max{1,η} +
D(V)

2κ
+

D(Ω0)

2κ

e−η

1 − e−η
.

Proof. We begin by deriving the differential inequality (4.14) for R. We begin by noting that by the
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

1

N

N∑
k=1

| sin(θk − ϕ)| ≤

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
k=1

| sin(θk − ϕ)|2 (4.12)
=

√
∆,

and by Lemma 3.2 and (4.8)1,

∣∣∣θ̇i(t) − ω0
i e

−t/m − νi

(
1 − e−t/m

)
− κR(t) sin (ϕ(t) − θi(t))

(
1 − e−t/m

)∣∣∣
≤ κ

(
1 − e−t/m

)(
D(Ω0)te−t/m +m(D(V) + 2κ)

(
1 − e−t/m

)2)
.

(4.18)
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We estimate Ṙ in the following manner:

Ṙ(t)
(4.11)

= − 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(t) − ϕ(t))θ̇j(t)
(4.9)2= − 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(t) − ϕ(t))
(
θ̇j(t) − ωc(t)

)
Lem 2.1,
(4.18)

= − 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(t) − ϕ(t))
(
ω0
j − ω0

c

)
e−t/m − 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θj(t) − ϕ(t)) (νj − νc) (1 − e−t/m)

+ κR(t) · 1

N

N∑
j=1

sin2(θj(t) − ϕ(t))
(

1 − e−t/m
)

− 1

N

N∑
j=1

|sin(θj(t) − ϕ(t))| · κ
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

D(Ω0)te−t/m +m(D(V) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)2)

≥−
√

∆(t)
√

Var(Ω0)e−t/m −
√

∆(t)
√

Var(V)(1 − e−t/m) + κR(t)∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)

− κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

D(Ω0)te−t/m +m(D(V) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)2)

≥ −
√

∆(t)D(Ω0)e−t/m/2 −
√

∆(t)D(V)(1 − e−t/m)/2 + κR(t)∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)

− κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

D(Ω0)te−t/m +m(D(V) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)2)

,

(4.19)

where in the penultimate inequality, we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and in the last inequal-
ity, we used √

Var(X) ≤ D(X)/2 for X ∈ RN .
Next, we consider two cases.

• Case A (Dynamics of R after initial-layer): For t ≥ ηm, we have

Ṙ(t) ≥κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

R(t)
√

∆(t) − D(Ω0)

2κ
· e−t/m

1 − e−t/m
− D(V)

2κ

)
− κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

mD(Ω0) · t
m
e−t/m +m(D(V) + 2κ)

(
1 − e−t/m

)2)
≥κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

R(t)
√

∆(t) − D(Ω0)

2κ
· e−η

1 − e−η
− D(V)

2κ

)
− κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

mD(Ω0) · max{1, η}e−max{1,η} +m(D(V) + 2κ)
)

≥κ
√

∆(t)
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

R(t)
√

∆(t) − ξ(η)
)
.

• Case B (Dynamics of R in the initial-layer ): For t ∈ [0, ηm], we use (4.19) and ∆ ≤ 1 to find

R(t) ≥R0 +

∫ t

0

κ(1 − e−
s
m )R(s)∆(s)ds︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

−
∫ ηm

0

D(Ω0)

2
e−s/mds−

∫ ηm

0

D(V)

2
(1 − e−s/m)ds

−
∫ ηm

0

κD(Ω0)se−s/m
(

1 − e−s/m
)
ds−

∫ ηm

0

mκ(D(V) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−s/m
)3
ds

≥ R0 + 0 − mD(Ω0)

2

(
1 − e−η

)
− mD(V)

2

(
η − 1 + e−η

)
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−m2κD(Ω0)

(
3

4
− e−η − ηe−η +

ηe−2η

2
+
e−2η

4

)
−m2κ(D(V) + 2κ)

(
−11

6
+ η + 3e−η − 3e−2η

2
+
e−3η

3

)
≥ R0 −

(
1 − e−η

) [mD(Ω0)

2
+
mD(V)η

2

]
−
(
1 − e−η

)3 [3

4
m2κD(Ω0) +m2κ(D(V) + 2κ)η

]
≥ R0 − ζ(η),

where in the penultimate inequality we used the following calculus inequalities:

x− 1 + e−x ≤ x
(
1 − e−x

)
,

3

4
− e−x − xe−x +

x

2
e−2x +

1

4
e−2x ≤ 3

4

(
1 − e−x

)3
,

− 11

6
+ x+ 3e−x − 3

2
e−2x +

1

3
e−3x ≤ x

(
1 − e−x

)3
, x ≥ 0.

The inequality (4.16) follows from (4.14). □

Remark 4.2. Below, we provide several comments of Lemma 4.2.

(1) In order to describe the relaxation dynamics at later times, it is convenient to have a positive
lower bound on R, as R is the strength of the nonlinear interaction 1

N

∑
j sin(θj−θi) in (1.1).

In fact, as can be seen above, the nonlinear interactions tend to increase R, so we have a
positive feedback: a larger R leads to greater nonlinear interactions which in turn enlarges R.
Unfortunately, given uniformly random initial data on S1, the expected value of R2 is 1/N ,

as can be seen from (4.10). In other words, most initial data have R on the order of 1/
√
N ,

which is extremely small in the large particle limit N → ∞. Perhaps the main difficulty
of the complete synchronization problem for (1.1) is to prove or disprove how synchrony
“erupts” from the almost disordered state R ≈ 0, producing a value of R above some positive
universal constant.

(2) For notational simplicity, we suppress dependence of ζ and ξ on κ,m,V and Ω0:

ζ(η) := ζ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η), ξ(η) := ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η).

Note that ζ(η) and ξ(η) are independent of Θ0, and

lim
η→0

ζ(η) = 0, lim
η→∞

ζ(η) = ∞, lim
η→0

ξ(η) = ∞,

and

ξ(∞) := ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0,∞) := lim
η→∞

ξ(η) = mD(V) + 2mκ+
D(V)

2κ
.

The framework (4.20) says that ζ(η) and ξ(η) are small.

(3) The dominant terms in (4.14) as t→ ∞ are

κR(t)∆(t) −
(
D(V)/2 +mκD(V) + 2mκ2

)√
∆(t).

The first term κR(t)∆(t) is due to the sinusoidal couplings and thus act to increase R(t),
while the second term (

D(V)/2 +mκD(V) + 2mκ2
)√

∆(t),

is the maximal rate at which the linear terms νi and the inertial term mθ̈i may conspire to
decrease the order parameter. This heuristic is true only for large t, in which case we have
(4.16), and for small t we only have the crude bound of (4.15). Our strategy in Section 7 is
as follows: first, for small time t ≤ ηm, we can control the amount of fluctuations of R(t),
namely ζ(η), by requiring m to be small; this shields us from the possible initial “adversarial
attack” to diminish the amount of synchronization. This is the idea of Lemma 7.1.
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Next, for a large time t ≥ ηm, we have two scenarios: either Ṙ ≥ 0, which is good since
this means the system is synchronizing, or we have Ṙ < 0. By the above heuristic, this
roughly means

∆(t) ≤ (D(V)/2κ+mD(V) + 2mκ)
2
/R(t)2.

Thus, having a lower bound on R(t), we can make ∆(t) as small as we wish by making
D(V)/κ and mκ small (i.e., under the framework of (3.11)). This is quantified in Lemma
7.2: there exists a time at which we have a lower bound on R ≥ c > 0 and an upper bound

on ∆. Roughly, this means that Θ is close to a bipolar state with (1+c)N
2 oscillators at ϕ and

(1−c)N
2 oscillators at ϕ+π, so that Θ has roughly (1+c)N

2 oscillators (a majority) concentrated
around ϕ; this argument is quantified in Lemma 7.3. This allows us to use Synchronization
Mechanism II, the stability of majority clusters, discussed in Subsection 4.2.

In the rest of subsection, we provide some simulations of the dynamics of the order parameter and
the mean squared deviation while varying the dimensionless quantities18 mκ, D(V)/κ, and D(Ω0)/κ.

We use the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method with a time step of 0.01 and set N = 50. For
each numeric simulation, we fix some prescribed value for m and κ, and we take initial phase
data uniformly distributed on the interval [0, 2π], initial frequency data uniformly distributed on

the interval
[
−D(Ω0)

2 , D(Ω0)
2

]
, and intrinsic frequency data uniformly distributed on the interval[

−D(V)
2 , D(V)

2

]
.

In the first experiment, whose results are displayed in Figure 1, we take mκ and D(Ω0)/κ constant
and vary D(V)/κ. When κ = 1 and m = 1 (blue line), D(V)/κ is too large and the system fails to
achieve synchronization, signified by the fact that not only do the order parameter R and the mean
squared deviation ∆ fail to converge to a fixed value, but also R frequents a neighborhood of zero
while ∆ fluctuates near high values. But, as soon as D(V)/κ ≤ 1

2 , not only does the solution exhibit
asymptotic phase-locking but also both R and ∆ converge to values close to 1 and 0, respectively.
This suggests that the smallness of D(V)/κ is a favorable environment for asymptotic phase-locking.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Time

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

κ=1, m=2, ω0
i ∈ (−1, 1)

κ=2, m=1, ω0
i ∈ (−2, 2)

κ=5, m=0.4, ω0
i ∈ (−5, 5)

κ=10, m=0.2, ω0
i ∈ (−10, 10)

κ=50, m=0.04, ω0
i ∈ (−50, 50)

(a) Temporal evolution of R.
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(b) Temporal evolution of ∆.

Figure 1. (Color online) Simulations of R and ∆ varying D(V)/κ and D(Ω0). We
used a single set of intrinsic frequency data uniformly distributed over the interval
[−1, 1] for all simulations.

When D(V)/κ ≤ 1
2 , the limiting order parameter is close to 1. Thus, it appears that the limiting

configuration, which is a phase-locked state, is contained in a quarter circle. However, when D(V)/κ <

18These are the quantities invariant under the time dilatation symmetry (2.7).
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1, there is a unique phase-locked state for (1.1) and (2.1) in the quarter-circle; see [21] and Remark
2.4 (3). This phase-locked state may be computed from the equations

R =
1

N

N∑
i=1

cos(θi − ϕ), sin(θi − ϕ) =
νi − νc
κR

, ∀i ∈ [N ].

From the zeroth order approximation R = 1 + o(1) (in the sense as D(V)/κ→ 0), we have

sin(θi − ϕ) = (1 + o(1))
νi − νc
κ

,

and

R =
1

N

N∑
i=1

√
1 − (1 + o(1))

(νi − νc)2

κ2
=

1

N

N∑
i=1

(
1 −

(
1

2
+ o(1)

)
(νi − νc)

2

κ2

)
= 1−

(
1

2
+ o(1)

)
Var(V)

κ2
.

Indeed, the values of 1−R(30)
(Var(V)/κ)2 from the second to the fifth experiments in Figure 1 are 0.5676,

0.5089, 0.5022, 0.5001, respectively, and are close to 0.5.
What about the other factors? In Figure 2, we keep D(V)/κ and D(Ω0)/κ constant and vary mκ.

In this case, the same conclusion holds, i.e., the order parameter R converges to a value close to 1
while the mean-squared deviation ∆ converges to a value close to 0; the only difference is the time
scale at which this happens, which is multiplicatively delayed proportional to m.19 This suggests that
as long as D(V)/κ is small, variations in mκ do not present material differences to the asymptotic
dynamics.
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(a) Temporal evolution of R.
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(b) Temporal evolution of ∆.

Figure 2. (Color online) Simulations of R and ∆ varying mκ. We used a single
set of initial frequency data and natural frequencies, uniformly distributed over the
interval [−1, 1], for all simulations, respectively.

In Figure 3, we keep D(V)/κ and mκ constant and vary D(Ω0)/κ. In this case, the same conclusion
holds with the additively delayed time scale proportional to mD(W 0)/κ.20 Again, this suggests that
as long as D(V)/κ is small, the magnitude of D(Ω0)/κ does not significantly affect the asymptotic
dynamics.

In summary, asymptotic phase-locking appears to occur if D(V)/κ is small, while the mκ is
the multiplicative time scale of the synchronization, and D(Ω0)/κ acts as an additive delay for
synchronization to happen. We collect our observations into the following conjecture.21

19This is the scale of the time delayed interaction.
20This is the time required to recover from a hypothetical adversarial attack on Ω0.
21Note that Theorem 3.1 falls short of proving the weak form of the conjecture: it imposes much stricter restrictions

on the parameters, and only shows lim inft→∞ R(t) ≥ 1− 2
N

for generic initial data. Theorem 1.1 has weaker restrictions

on the parameters but does not give any Ω(1) bounds on lim inft→∞ R(t).



36 CHO, DONG, HA, AND RYOO

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Time

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

κ=50, m=0.2, ω0
i ∈ (−1, 1)

κ=50, m=0.2, ω0
i ∈ (−2.5, 2.5)

κ=50, m=0.2, ω0
i ∈ (−5, 5)

κ=50, m=0.2, ω0
i ∈ (−25, 25)

(a) Temporal evolution of R.
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(b) Temporal evolution of ∆.

Figure 3. (Color online) Simulations of R and ∆ varying D(Ω0)/κ. We used a
single set of intrinsic frequency data uniformly distributed over the interval [−1, 1]
for all simulations.

Conjecture 4.2.

(1) (Weak form) For any ε > 0, there exists δ = δ(ε) such that if D(V)/κ < δ, then for generic
initial data Θ0, we have

lim inf
t→∞

R(t) ≥ 1 − ε.

(2) (Strong form) For any ε ∈ (0, 12 ), there exists a sufficiently small constant cε > 0 such that

Var(V)/κ < cε, then for generic initial data Θ0, we have

1 −
(

1

2
+ ε

)
Var(V)

κ2
≤ lim inf

t→∞
R(t) ≤ lim sup

t→∞
R(t) ≤ 1 −

(
1

2
− ε

)
Var(V)

κ2
.

If, in addition, D(V)/κ < cε, then Θ(t) converges to the unique phase-locked state of (2.1)
confined in the quarter circle [21].

Theorem 3.1 gives partial progress toward Conjecture 4.2 (1).

4.4. Piecing three mechanisms together. In this subsection, we summarize our strategy for the
proof of Theorem 1.1, which is to combine three synchronization mechanisms of subsections 4.1, 4.2,
and 4.3 together.

First, we briefly delineate our sufficient framework in terms of parameters and initial data. Com-
pared to the simple conditions (2.2) for the Kuramoto model without inertia, our framework will be
described by four free parameters λ, ℓ, η, δ. More precisely, the first two parameters, λ and ℓ, are the
size and diameter of a majority phase cluster that will emerge from the given initial configuration in
finite time. The third parameter η is responsible for the range of the initial layer time zone [0, ηm].
The last parameter δ is a lower bound for the ratio R(t)/R0 in the initial layer time zone. The ranges
of the above parameters can be summarized as follows.

ℓ ∈ (0, π), λ ∈ (0.5, 1], η ∈ (0,∞), δ ∈ (0, 1).

Now, we are ready to present our sufficient framework (4.20): Let (Θ0,Ω0) and V = {νi} be given
initial data and a set of natural frequencies. Then, we assume that the parameters and initial data
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satisfy the following set of conditions (F):

(4.20)



(F1) : R0 > 0, ζ(η) ≤ (1 − δ)R0.

(F2) : δR0 ≥ λ+ (1 − λ) cos
ℓ

2
or 2λ+

(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2
1

1 − cos(ℓ/2)
≤ 1 + δR0.

(F3) : ξ(η) < sin
ℓ

2

(
λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
.

(F4) :
D(V)

κ
+ 4mκ+ 2mD(V) <

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

.

Here, ζ(η) = ζ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η) and ξ(η) = ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η) are dimensionless quantities defined in
(4.17).

Note that condition (F3) necessitates λ cos ℓ2−(1−λ) > 0. Framework (F) in (4.20) is significantly
different from those in the literature: framework (4.20) is the first to apply to generic initial data
(the condition R0 > 0 is satisfied for Lebesgue a.e. initial position data Θ0 in the position state
space RN ), not imposing any restriction on the cardinality or diameter of initial data.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose the conditions (F1) − (F3) hold, and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to the
Cauchy problem (3.6). Then the following assertions hold.

(1) (Asymptotic phase-locking): There exists a constant state Θ∞ ∈ RN such that

lim
t→∞

(
∥Θ(t) − νct1[N ] − Θ∞∥∞ + ∥Ω(t) − νc1[N ]∥∞

)
= 0.

(2) (Finite-time emergence and persistence of a majority cluster): There exist a nonnegative
time t∗ > 0 and a subset A with |A| ≥ λN such that the majority cluster ΘA := (θi)i∈A
is confined modulo 2π, after some time t∗, in an arc whose length is less than or equal to
ℓ < π; this means that there are integers ki for i ∈ A such that

D ((θi(t) − 2kiπ)i∈A) < ℓ, t ≥ t∗.

There is a unique maximal (with respect to inclusion) such A.

(3) (Linear arrangement of majority cluster): If in addition (4.20)-(F4) holds, then the majority
cluster ΘA is arranged according to its natural frequencies: there is a constant c depending

only on D(V)
κ , mκ, and λ such that for any i, j ∈ A with νi ≥ νj, we have

νi − νj
κ

≤ lim
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t) − 2(ki − kj)π) ≤ c
νi − νj
κ

.

Proof. We will prove statement (2) of Theorem 4.1 first in Section 7. Then, in Section 7, we will
derive statement (1) of Theorem 4.1 from statement (2) using Proposition 4.1. On the other hand, the
condition (4.20)-(F4) enables us to tell an additional structural property, called linear arrangement,
of the majority cluster described in (2) of Theorem 4.1. See Theorem 5.1. □

5. Partial phase-locking of majority clusters

In this section, we establish a version of this partial phase-locking result for the inertial Kuramoto
model (1.1). We remark that a similar result has been established in [51] for the inertial Kuramoto
model (1.1) (see Appendix A). We establish a stronger version of this theorem in this paper (see
Corollary 5.1). Theorem A.1 in Section 5 says this is true for the first-order model (2.1). It tells
us that not only these majority (i.e., λ > 1

2 ) clusters are stable, but they can also control other
certain oscillators as well. In what follows, we describe partial phase-locking in (1.1) due to majority
clusters. For this, we begin by defining the function fλ : R → R as

(5.1) fλ(θ) = 2 sin
θ

2

(
λ cos

θ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
= λ sin θ − 2(1 − λ) sin

θ

2
, θ ∈ R, λ ∈

(1

2
, 1
]
.
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Then fλ has the following properties.

Lemma 5.1 ([47, Lemma 4.2]). The function fλ defined in (5.1) satisfies the following properties.

(1) The function fλ has zeros at θ = 0 and θ = 2 cos−1
(

1−λ
λ

)
, and is positive on the interval(

0, 2 cos−1 1−λ
λ

)
.

(2) On the interval (0, 2 cos−1 1−λ
λ ), the function fλ is strictly concave and attains its maximum

at the unique zero θ∗ = 2 cos−1
(

1−λ+
√

(1−λ)2+8λ2

4λ

)
of fλ(θ∗) = 0 in (0, 2 cos−1 1−λ

λ ).

Thus, for δ ∈ (0, fλ(θ∗)), the equation fλ(θ) = δ has two zeros ϕ1 = ϕ1(λ, δ) and ϕ2 = ϕ2(λ, δ) in
(0, 2 cos−1 1−λ

λ ), with the ordering

(5.2) 0 < ϕ1 < θ∗ < ϕ2 < 2 cos−1

(
1 − λ

λ

)
.

These are the angles that the majority clusters will form.

Definition 5.1. For λ ∈ (1/2, 1] and δ ∈ R such that

0 < δ < max
θ∈(0,2 cos−1( 1

λ−1))
fλ(θ) = fλ(θ∗)

=

(
−3(1 − λ) +

√
9λ2 − 2λ+ 1

)√
3λ2 + 2λ− 1 − (1 − λ)

√
9λ2 − 2λ+ 1

4
√

2λ
,

we denote by ϕ1(λ, δ) the smaller root and by ϕ2(λ, δ) the larger root among the two distinct roots
of the following trigonometric equation in θ:

λ sin θ − 2(1 − λ) sin
θ

2
= δ, θ ∈

(
0, 2 cos−1 1 − λ

λ

)
.

In the next lemma, we collect some facts.

Lemma 5.2 ([47, Lemma 4.3]). Let θ∗, ϕ1 and ϕ2 be defined as above. Then, the following estimates
hold.

(i) ϕ1 <
3πδ

4(2λ− 1)
, cos−1

(
1 − λ

λ

)
≤ θ∗.

(ii) fλ

(
cos−1 1 − λ

λ

)
=

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

.

We state our partial-locking theorem for (1.1) as follows.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that the free real parameters λ, ℓ > 0 and index set A ⊂ [N ] satisfy

(5.3)
1

2
< λ ≤ 1, ℓ ∈

(
0, 2 cos−1

( 1

λ
− 1
))

, |A| ≥ λN,

and that the system parameters and the free real parameter η > 0 satisfy the following variant of
(4.20)-(F3) for the index set A ⊂ [N ]:

ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η) = mD(VA) + 2mκ+

D(VA)

2κ

+ D(Ω0
A)mmax{1, η}e−max{1,η} +

D(Ω0
A)

2κ

e−η

1 − e−η

<
λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
,

(5.4)
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and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). Assume there exists a time t1 ≥ ηm such that the
subensemble ΘA = (θℓ)ℓ∈A satisfies

D(ΘA(t1)) ≤ ℓ.

Then, the following assertions hold.

(1) (Stability of the majority cluster): One has

sup
t≥t1

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ℓ,

and

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ

)
Lemma 5.2(i)

<
3π

4(2λ− 1)

(
2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ

)
.

(2) (Partial linear arrangement) If we assume in addition that

(5.5) 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+
D(VA)

κ
<

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

,

then the oscillators of ΘA becomes linearly ordered according to their natural frequencies:
for i, j ∈ A, with νi ≥ νj,

(5.6)
νi − νj
κ

≤ lim inf
t→∞

[θi(t)−θj(t)] ≤ lim sup
t→∞

[θi(t)−θj(t)] ≤
ϕ1

2 sin(ϕ1/2)(λ cosϕ1 − (1 − λ))

νi − νj
κ

,

where ϕ1 = ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+ D(VA)

κ

)
.

Now we assume that there is an index set B ⊂ [N ] with B ⊃ A satisfying the following variant of
(5.4):

(5.7) ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω
0
B,∞) = mD(VB) + 2mκ+

D(VB)

2κ
<
λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
.

Then, the following statements hold.

(3) (The majority cluster A confines B) The ensemble ΘB is partially phase-locked:

sup
t≥0

D(ΘB(t)) <∞.

In particular, if B = [N ], then asymptotic phase-locking occurs.
(4) (Uniqueness of the maximal majority cluster) There is a unique index set Amax ⊂ [N ] with

A ⊂ Amax ⊂ B

possessing the following properties (a) and (b):
(a) (The ensemble ΘAmax forms a cluster) By possibly replacing θi by θi−2kiπ for a suitable

integer ki ∈ Z over all i ∈ Amax \ A, we have

(5.8) lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘAmax
(t)) ≤ ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VB) + 4mκ+

D(VB)

κ

)
.

(b) (Maximality and quantitative separation) Any enlargement of Amax fails to form a
cluster: if Amax ⊊ B, then

(5.9) lim inf
t→∞

min
i∈B\Amax

k∈Z

D(ΘAmax
(t) ∪ {θi(t) − 2πk}) ≥ ϕ2

(
λ, 2mD(VB) + 4mκ+

D(VB)

κ

)
,
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and we have the following separation estimate:

lim inf
t→∞

min
i∈B\Amax

j∈Amax
k∈Z

|θi(t) − 2πk − θj(t)|

≥ ϕ2

(
λ, 2mD(VB) + 4mκ+

D(VB)

κ

)
− ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VB) + 4mκ+

D(VB)

κ

)
.

(5.10)

Again, under additional conditions, we have linear arrangement of ΘAmax
:

(c) (Linear arrangement) If we assume in addition that

2mD(VB) + 4mκ+
D(VB)

κ
<

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

,

then the oscillators of ΘAmax
becomes, after suitable 2π-translations, linearly ordered

according to their natural frequencies: for i, j ∈ Amax, with νi ≥ νj,

νi − νj
κ

≤ lim inf
t→∞

[θi(t) − θj(t)] ≤ lim sup
t→∞

[θi(t) − θj(t)] ≤
ϕ1

2 sin(ϕ1/2) (λ cosϕ1 − (1 − λ))

νi − νj
κ

,

where ϕ1 = ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VB) + 4mκ+ D(VB)

κ

)
.

Proof. Since the proofs are very lengthy, we leave them in the following subsections. □

Remark 5.1. Below, we comment on the contents of serval assertions appearing in Theorem 5.1.
We refer to Theorem A.1 in Appendix A.1 for a version of Theorem 5.1 in the simpler case of the
first-order model (2.1). The assertions in Theorem 5.1 can be rephrased as follows.

(1) Once a majority A of the phase oscillators is concentrated (modulo 2π) in an arc of suffi-
ciently small length ℓ at some finite time t1 ≥ ηm bounded away from 0, they must always
stay in an arc of length at most ℓ after that time if the coupling strength is sufficiently large
compared to D(V), D(Ω0), and 1/m. Thus, A becomes a stable majority cluster.

(2) With stronger assumptions on the smallness of the normalized natural frequency diameter
D(VA)/κ and normalized inertia mκ, the members of the majority cluster A eventually
rearrange themselves according to the linear order of their natural frequencies νi.

(3) The movement of other members in B \ A is heavily restricted by the majority cluster A,
since they become part of the majority cluster A if they cross paths with them.

(4) The members of B which join the majority cluster A attract each other as well. This allows
us to identify a unique maximal majority cluster Amax with A ⊂ Amax ⊂ B, from which
B \ Amax distances itself.22

Simply put, a concentrated majority cluster is stable and attractive.

As an application of Theorem 5.1, we use the finite speed of (3.6) to show the stability of majority
clusters for initial data as follows.

Corollary 5.1. Suppose that the free real parameters λ, ℓ satisfy

1

2
< λ ≤ 1, ℓ ∈

(
0, 2 cos−1

(
1

λ
− 1

))
,

and that the system parameters, free real parameter η > 0, and index set A ⊂ [N ] satisfy |A| ≥ λN ,
(5.4), and

D(Θ0
A) ≤ ℓ−m(1 − e−η)D(ΩA) − (ηm−m+me−η)(D(VA) + 2κ),

and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). Then, the conclusion of Theorem 5.1 holds with t1 = ηm.

22It is tempting to view ΘAmax as repelling ΘB\Amax
, but this is not the case. What is happening is that ΘAmax

is doing its best to include ΘB\Amax
, but Θ[N ]\Amax

is on the opposite side of the circle, engaging in a tug-of-war

with ΘAmax , pulling ΘB\Amax
away from ΘAmax .
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Proof. By Lemma 3.1 (2), we have that for i, j ∈ A and t ≥ 0,

|θ̇i − θ̇j | ≤ e−t/m|ω0
i − ω0

j | + (1 − e−t/m)(|νi − νj | + 2κ) ≤ e−t/mD(ΩA) + (1 − e−t/m)(D(VA) + 2κ)

and hence, we have

D(ΘA(ηm)) −D(Θ0
A) ≤

∫ ηm

0

(
e−t/mD(ΩA) + (1 − e−t/m)(D(VA) + 2κ)

)
dt

= m(1 − e−η)D(ΩA) + (ηm−m+me−η)(D(VA) + 2κ).

By the condition of corollary, we have

D(ΘA(ηm)) ≤ ℓ.

Then, we may apply Theorem 5.1 with t1 = ηm to get the desired estimate. □

Remark 5.2. In general, even though the subensemble ΘA, viewed as particles on the unit circle
S1, may lie on a small arc on the circle, it need not be the case when they are viewed as particles
on the real line R. See Figure 4 for a demonstration of this phenomenon. Nevertheless, owing to the
2πZ-translation invariance of (1.1), Theorem 5.1 may be employed harmlessly for our purposes of
proving partial or asymptotic phase-locking whenever we have that ΘA lies on a small arc on the
circle.

θsθ̃s θr

` 2ksπ

(a) Geometric configuration on R1.

θs
θr

`

(b) Geometric configuration on T1.

Figure 4. Schematic descriptions for virtual rearrangement; θs and θr are on the
same arc on T1 but may not be in the same on R1. Considering 2πks translation
(for some ks) enable us to regard θ̃s := θs − 2ksπ as θs in our estimations.

We are now ready to prove several assertions in Theorem 5.1 one by one.

5.1. Proof of the first assertion in Theorem 5.1 (Stability of ΘA). In this subsection, we
show the first assertion that the majority cluster formed at t = t1 ≥ ηm persists afterwards.

Recall that there exists an index set A with |A| ≥ λN such that the corresponding subensemble
ΘA = (θi)i∈A satisfies

D(ΘA(t1)) ≤ ℓ,

for some t1 ≥ ηm. Next, we show that

(5.11) D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ℓ, ∀t ≥ t1,
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and

(5.12) lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ

)
.

By definition of fλ, condition (5.4) becomes

2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η) < fλ(ℓ),

and since fλ has its maximum in
[
0, 2 cos−1 1−λ

λ

]
at θ∗, we also have

2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η) < fλ(θ∗).

By Lemma 5.1, the equation fλ(θ) = 2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η) has two zeros θ = ϕ1(η) and θ = ϕ2(η) in

the interval (0, 2 cos−1 1−λ
λ ), which, by the strict concavity of fλ, have the ordering

0 < ϕ1(η) < ℓ < ϕ2(η) < 2 cos−1

(
1 − λ

λ

)
.

Choose any ψ1, ψ2 ∈ R with

(5.13) ϕ1(η) < ψ1 ≤ ℓ ≤ ψ2 < ϕ2(η), ψ1 < ψ2.

Again by the strict concavity of fλ, there exists a positive constant c > 0 such that

(5.14) 2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η) + c < fλ(θ), θ ∈ [ψ1, ψ2].

We will show that whenever D(ΘA) ∈ [ψ1, ψ2] on the time interval [t1,∞), it has a negative
upper Dini (time) derivative: D+D(ΘA) < 0. Note that we may compute the upper Dini derivative
as follows:

(5.15) D+D(ΘA) = max
i,j∈A

θi=maxk∈A θk
θj=mink∈A θk

(
θ̇i − θ̇j

)

By Invoking Lemma 3.2, for i, j ∈ A we have

θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t) ≤
κ
(
1 − e−t/m

)
N

∑
l∈A

(sin(θl(t) − θi(t)) − sin(θl(t) − θj(t)))

+ (ω0
i − ω0

j )e−t/m + (νi − νj)(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

∣∣∣∣sin θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m
)

≤ −
2κ
(
1 − e−t/m

)
N

sin
θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∑
l∈A

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
+ D(Ω0

A)e−t/m + D(VA)(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A|
N

2κ

∣∣∣∣sin θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m
)
.

If t ≥ t1 is such that D(ΘA(t)) ≤ π, and i, j ∈ A are so that

θi(t) = max
k∈A

θk(t) and θj(t) = min
k∈A

θk(t),

then we have

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
≥ cos

θi(t) − θj(t)

2
, l ∈ A,
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so that, continuing the above estimate and |A| ≥ λN ,

θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t) ≤− 2λκ
(

1 − e−t/m
)

sin
θi(t) − θj(t)

2
cos

θi(t) − θj(t)

2

+ D(Ω0
A)e−t/m + D(VA)(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+ (1 − λ)2κ sin
θi(t) − θj(t)

2

(
1 − e−t/m

)
≤− 2κ

(
1 − e−t/m

)
sin

θi(t) − θj(t)

2

(
λ cos

θi(t) − θj(t)

2
− (1 − λ)

)
+ D(Ω0

A)e−t/m + D(VA)(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

.

Again, by Invoking (5.15), we have

D+
∣∣
t
D(ΘA) ≤− 2κ

(
1 − e−t/m

)
sin

D(ΘA(t))

2

(
λ cos

D(ΘA(t))

2
− (1 − λ)

)
+ D(Ω0

A)e−t/m + D(VA)(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

≤− κ
(

1 − e−t/m
) (
fλ(D(ΘA(t))) − 2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω

0
A, η)

)
.

Now, if time t0 ≥ t1 is such that

D(ΘA(t0)) ∈ [ψ1, ψ2],

where ψ1, ψ2 are as in (5.13), then, by (5.14), we have

D+
∣∣
t0
D(ΘA) ≤ −κ

(
1 − e−t/m

)
c < 0.

By a standard exit-time argument, we can easily establish that

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ℓ, ∀t ≥ t1,

i.e., we have (5.11), and we can establish that there is a finite time T ≥ t1 with T ≤ t1 + ψ2−ψ1

κ(1−e−t/m)c
such that

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ψ1, ∀t ≥ T.

Since ψ1 ∈ (ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η)), ℓ) was arbitrary, we conclude that

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η)).(5.16)

So far, we have shown that under the assumptions of Theorem 5.1, we have (5.11) and (5.16). Let
η′ ≥ η be arbitrary. By (5.11), we have

D(ΘA(t′1)) ≤ ℓ

for t′1 = max{t1, η′m} ≥ η′m, and since the map η 7→ ξ(η) is decreasing, we have

ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η

′) ≤ ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η) <

λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
.

So the assumptions of Theorem 5.1 are satisfied with η replaced by η′ and t1 replaced by t′1, and we
have (5.16) for η′:

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η

′)).
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Since η′ ≥ η was arbitrary, take the limit η′ → ∞ to obtain

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A,∞)),

which is (5.12). This completes the proof of the first assertion.

5.2. Proof of the second assertion in Theorem 5.1 (Linear arrangement of ΘA). Now we
assume in addition that the following relations (5.5) hold:

2mD(VA) + 4mκ+
D(VA)

κ
<

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

.

We claim that the following relations holds: for i, j ∈ A, with νi ≥ νj , we have

νi − νj
κ

≤ lim inf
t→∞

[θi(t) − θj(t)] ≤ lim sup
t→∞

[θi(t) − θj(t)] ≤
ϕ1

2 sin(ϕ1/2) (λ cosϕ1 − (1 − λ))

νi − νj
κ

,

where ϕ1 = ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+ D(VA)

κ

)
.

Recall (5.12):

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ

)
.(5.12)

Since we have ϕ1 ≤ θ∗ by (5.2), cos−1 1−λ
λ ≤ θ∗ by Lemma 5.2, and since fλ is strictly increasing on

[0, θ∗], we have the following equivalence:

ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ

)
< cos−1

(1 − λ

λ

)
(5.17)

⇐⇒ fλ

(
ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ

))
< fλ

(
cos−1

(
1 − λ

λ

))
⇐⇒ 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ
<

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

(∵ Lemma 5.2 (ii))

⇐⇒ (5.5),

so every statement here, in particular the first statement, is true. Let

(5.18) ψ1 ∈
(
ϕ1

(
λ, 2mD(VA) + 4mκ+

D(VA)

κ

)
, cos−1 1 − λ

λ

)
be arbitrary. By (5.12), there exists a finite time T ≥ t1 such that

(5.19) D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ψ1, ∀ t ≥ T,

Let i, j ∈ A and t ≥ T . Because we are looking in the long-term with the a priori guarantee that
θi and θj are always contained in an ℓ-arc for times t ≥ t1, we need not be restrained by the myopic

approach of the previous subsection, i.e., estimating Θ̇A(t) from ΘA(t) and Θ̇0
A. Instead, we may

employ the second-order ODE directly:

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j = νi − νj +
κ

N

N∑
k=1

[sin(θk − θi) − sin(θk − θj)]

= νi − νj − 2κ sin
(θi − θj

2

)
· 1

N

N∑
k=1

cos

(
θk −

θi + θj
2

)
,

(5.20)

where

(5.21) −1 ≤ 1

N

N∑
k=1

cos

(
θk −

θi + θj
2

)
≤ 1
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and (recalling the assumption t ≥ T )

1

N

N∑
k=1

cos

(
θk −

θi + θj
2

)
=

1

N

∑
k∈A

cos

(
θk −

θi + θj
2

)
+

1

N

∑
k∈[N ]\A

cos

(
θk −

θi + θj
2

)

≥ |A|
N

cosD(ΘA) − N − |A|
N

≥ λ cosD(ΘA) − (1 − λ).

(5.22)

The penultimate inequality uses the fact that since

D(ΘA(t))
(5.19)

≤ ψ1 < cos−1 1 − λ

λ
≤ π

2
,

we have

cos (θk − (θi + θj)/2) ≥ cosD(ΘA) ∀ i, j, k ∈ A.
Note that since we are not assuming that θi and θj are extremal in ΘA as before, we cannot say
that ∣∣∣∣θk − θi + θj

2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ D(ΘA)

2
,

but we can only say that ∣∣∣∣θk − θi + θj
2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ D(ΘA).

The final inequality uses the fact that 1 + cosD(ΘA) ≥ 0.

Note that our assumption (5.5), which implies (5.17). This allows the choice of ψ1 as in (5.18)
and it tells us that (5.22) is positive:

(5.23)
1

N

N∑
k=1

cos

(
θk −

θi + θj
2

)
(5.22)

≥ λ cosD(ΘA) − (1 − λ)
(5.18)

≥ λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ)
(5.18)
> 0, ∀t ≥ T.

With the estimates (5.21) and (5.23) on the mean-field term at our disposal, we are now ready to
prove the desired statement. Next, we consider two cases: νi = νj or νi > νj .

⋄ Case A (νi = νj): In this case, (5.20) becomes

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j = −2κ

N

N∑
k=1

cos

(
θk −

θi + θj
2

)
· sin

θi − θj
2

, t ≥ T.

Thus, for a time interval J ⊂ [T,∞) on which θi − θj > 0, we have

θi − θj ∈
(

0,
π

2

)
and m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j

(5.21)

≥ −2κ sin
θi − θj

2
> −κ(θi − θj).

Likewise, for a time interval J ⊂ [T,∞) on which θi − θj < 0, we have

θi − θj ∈
(
−π

2
, 0
)

and m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j
(5.21)

≤ −2κ sin
θi − θj

2
< −κ(θi − θj).

Note also that mκ < 1
4 , which follows from (5.4):

2mκ ≤ ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, η)

(5.4)
<

λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
≤ 1

2
.

Therefore, y = θi − θj satisfies the hypothesis of statement (3) of Lemma B.1, with I = (T,∞),
a = m, b = 1, and c = κ. It follows that θi − θj cannot change sign twice in (T,∞), so that there
exists a time t2 ∈ (T,∞) so that either θi−θj > 0 on (t2,∞), θi−θj = 0 on (t2,∞), or θi−θj < 0 on
(t2,∞). There is nothing to prove if θi − θj = 0 on (t2,∞) (in fact, the particle exchange symmetry
(2.9) with the transposition π = (i, j) along with the time-autonomy and the uniqueness of solutions
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to (3.6) implies that θi = θj for all t ≥ 0). Thus, by switching i and j if necessary, we may assume
without loss of generality that θi − θj > 0 on (t2,∞). Using (5.20) and (5.23), we have for t ≥ T ,

0 ≥ m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j + 2κ(λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ)) sin
θi − θj

2

≥ m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j + 2κ(λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ)) · 1

π
(θi − θj) (∵ 0 ≤ θi − θj < π).

Note also that, from (5.19), we have the uniform boundedness of y = θi − θj ; from Lemma 3.1, we

have the uniform boundedness of ẏ = θ̇i − θ̇j ; and from the defining equation (1.1), we have the

uniform boundedness of ÿ = θ̈i − θ̈j . Therefore, by the Barbalat-type Lemma B.2, we have

lim
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t)) = 0, lim
t→∞

(
θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t)

)
= 0,

as desired.

⋄ Case B (νi > νj): Recall (5.19), which implies

|θi(t) − θj(t)| ≤ ψ1 for t ≥ T .

By (5.20) and (5.21), we have

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j ≥ νi − νj − 2κ sin

(
θi − θj

2

)
, whenever 0 ≤ θi − θj ≤ ψ1.

Recall that ψ1 ∈ (0, π2 ) and |νi − νj | < κ. Taking the tangent line to the graph of y = sinx at

x = sin−1 νi−νj
2κ , and using the concavity of sinx for x ∈ [0, π2 ], we have

sinx ≤

√
1 −

(
νi − νj

2κ

)2(
x− sin−1 νi − νj

2κ

)
+
νi − νj

2κ
, x ∈

[
0,
π

2

]
.

By substituting x =
θi−θj

2 , we have

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + (θ̇i − θ̇j) + κ

√
1 −

(
νi − νj

2κ

)2(
θi − θj − 2 sin−1 νi − νj

2κ

)
≥ 0,

whenever 0 ≤ θi − θj ≤ ψ1.

On the other hand, by (5.20) and (5.23), we have

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j ≥ νi − νj > 0, whenever − ψ1 ≤ θi − θj ≤ 0.

Thus, if we set M =
(νi−νj)/κ√
1−

(
νi−νj

2κ

)2
, we have

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + (θ̇i − θ̇j) + κ

√
1 −

(
νi − νj

2κ

)2

max

{
−M, θi − θj − 2 sin−1 νi − νj

2κ

}
≥ 0, t > T.

We use Lemma B.3 with

a = m, b = 1, c = κ

√
1 −

(
νi − νj

2κ

)2

and y = θi − θj − 2 sin−1 νi − νj
2κ

,

and 4ac < 4mκ ≤ 1 to get

lim inf
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t)) ≥ 2 sin−1
(νi − νj

2κ

)
.

Finally, we use 2 sin−1 x
2 > x for x ∈ (0, π2 ] to verify the first inequality of (5.6). A fortiori, there is

a time T1 > T such that

θi(t) − θj(t) > 0 for t ≥ T1.
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On the time interval [T1,∞), we use (5.20) and (5.23) to get

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + θ̇i − θ̇j
(5.20),(5.23)

≤ νi − νj − 2κ(λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ)) sin
θi − θj

2

≤ νi − νj −
2κ sin(ψ1/2)

ψ1
(λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ))(θi − θj),

where we used the inequality:

sinx ≥ sin(ψ1/2)

ψ1/2
x for x ∈ [0, ψ1

2 ].

Again, we use Lemma B.3 with

a = m, b = 1, c =
2κ sin(ψ1/2)

ψ1
(λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ)), 4ac ≤ 4mκ ≤ 1,

y =
ψ1(νi − νj)

2κ sin(ψ1/2)(λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ))
− θi + θj , M = ∞,

to obtain

lim sup
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t)) ≤
ψ1

2 sin(ψ1/2)(λ cosψ1 − (1 − λ))
· νi − νj

κ
.

Recalling that ψ1 ∈ (ϕ1, cos−1 1−λ
λ ) was arbitrary, we take ψ1 → ϕ1+ to conclude

lim sup
t→∞

(θi(t) − θj(t)) ≤
ϕ1

2 sin(ϕ1/2)(λ cosϕ1 − (1 − λ))
· νi − νj

κ
.

This completes the proof of the second assertion of Theorem 5.1.

5.3. Proof of third assertion in Theorem 5.1 (ΘA confines ΘB). Now we assume there is an
index set B ⊂ [N ] with B ⊃ A, that satisfies the following variant of (5.4):

(5.7) ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω
0
B,∞) = mD(VB) + 2mκ+

D(VB)

2κ
<
λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
.

By continuity of ξ in η, we may find a time t2 ≥ t1 such that

(5.24) ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω
0
B, t2/m) <

λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
.

We are to show that

sup
t≥0

D(ΘB(t)) <∞.

It is enough to show that, for each i ∈ B \ A, if we let ki ∈ Z be such that

θi(t2) − 2kiπ ∈ [min ΘA(t2),min ΘA(t2) + 2π) ,

then one of the following assertions holds:

(1) We have

θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ [min ΘA(t),min ΘA(t) + ℓ] , t ≥ t2.

(2) There exists a time t′2,i ∈ [t2,∞) such that

θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ (min ΘA(t) + ℓ,min ΘA(t) + 2π) , t2 ≤ t < t′2,i,

and either

θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ [min ΘA(t),min ΘA(t) + ℓ] , t ≥ t′2,i,

or

θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ [min ΘA(t) + 2π,min ΘA(t) + ℓ+ 2π] , t ≥ t′2,i.

(3) We have

θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ (min ΘA(t) + ℓ,min ΘA(t) + 2π) , t ≥ t2.
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To prove this, we begin by observing that if there exists a time t′2 ≥ t2 and a wave number k′i ∈ Z
such that

θi(t
′
2) − 2k′iπ ∈ [min ΘA(t′2),min ΘA(t′2) + ℓ] ,

then by applying statement (1) of Theorem 5.1 with A replaced by A∪{i}, θi replaced by θi−2k′iπ,
and time t1 replaced by t′2, and recalling that

θj(t
′
2) ∈ [min ΘA(t′2),min ΘA(t′2) + ℓ] , j ∈ A,

we have that D(ΘA(t) ∪ {θi(t) − 2k′iπ}) ≤ ℓ for t ≥ t′2, and a fortiori

θi(t) − 2k′iπ ∈ [min ΘA(t),min ΘA(t) + ℓ] , t ≥ t′2.

We now divide into three cases, each giving the corresponding part of the trichotomy.

(1) If

θi(t2) − 2kiπ ∈ [min ΘA(t2),min ΘA(t2) + ℓ] ,

then the stated result follows from our above observation with t′2 = t2.

(2) If

θi(t2) − 2kiπ ∈ (min ΘA(t2) + ℓ,min ΘA(t2) + 2π) ,

we define

t′2,i := sup {t ≥ t2 : θi(τ) − 2kiπ ∈ (min ΘA(τ) + ℓ,min ΘA(τ) + 2π) ∀τ ∈ [t2, t]} .

If in addition t′2,i <∞, we must have

either θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ [min ΘA(t),min ΘA(t) + ℓ] , t ≥ t′2,i,

or θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ [min ΘA(t) + 2π,min ΘA(t) + ℓ+ 2π] , t ≥ t′2,i.

according to whether

θi(t
′
2,i) − 2kiπ = min ΘA(t′2,i) + ℓ or θi(t

′
2,i) − 2kiπ = min ΘA(t′2,i) + 2π

by applying the above observation with t′2 = t′2,i.

(3) The remaining case is that

θi(t2) − 2kiπ ∈ (min ΘA(t2) + ℓ,min ΘA(t2) + 2π) and t′2,i = ∞.

By definition, this means that

θi(t) − 2kiπ ∈ (min ΘA(t) + ℓ,min ΘA(t) + 2π) , t ≥ t′2,i,

as desired.

5.4. Proof of the fourth assertion in Theorem 5.1 (Uniqueness of maximal majority
cluster). The idea behind the existence of a maximal majority cluster is that if there are two
majority clusters, then they must merge into a single majority cluster.

Lemma 5.3 (Merging of two majority clusters). Suppose that the initial data, system parameters,
free parameters λ, β, η > 0, t1 ≥ ηm, and index sets A ⊂ B ⊂ [N ] satisfy (5.3), (5.7), and

|A| ≥ λN, D(ΘA(t1)) ≤ ℓ,

and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). If Ã ⊂ B is such that |Ã| ≥ λN and there is a time
t3 ≥ ηm with

D(ΘÃ(t3)) < ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VÃ,Ω
0
Ã, t3/m)),

then, we have

(5.25) lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA∪Ã(t)) ≤ ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VA∪Ã,Ω
0
A∪Ã,∞)).
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Proof. We first begin with observation that

(5.26) lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘÃ(t)) ≤ ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VÃ,Ω
0
Ã,∞)) < ℓ.

Indeed, we choose ℓ′ > 0 such that

max{D(ΘÃ(t3)), ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VÃ,Ω
0
Ã, η

′))} < ℓ′ < ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VÃ,Ω
0
Ã, η

′)),

where η′ := t3/m. By definition of ϕ1, ϕ2 and the concavity of fλ, we have (5.4) for Ã, η′, and ℓ′:

ξ(m,κ,VÃ,Ω
0
Ã, η

′) <
1

2
fλ(ℓ′) =

λ

2
sin ℓ′ − (1 − λ) sin

ℓ′

2
.

Thus, by the first assertion of Theorem 5.1, we have (5.26). Therefore, invoking statement (1) of
Theorem 5.1 and (5.26), we may find a time t4 ≥ max{t1, t2, t3} (recall t2 is chosen to satisfy (5.24))
such that

(5.27) sup
t≥t4

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ℓ, sup
t≥t4

D(ΘÃ(t)) ≤ ℓ.

Since |A|, |Ã| ≥ λN > N
2 , it must be that A ∩ Ã ≠ ∅, so we have

sup
t≥t4

D(ΘA∪Ã(t)) ≤ 2ℓ.

By invoking statement (1) of Theorem 5.1 once more, while noting that

|A ∪ Ã| ≥ |A| ≥ λN,

we have that, in order to prove (5.25), it is enough to show that there is a time t ≥ t4 such that

D(ΘA∪Ã(t)) ≤ ℓ.

By the standard exit-time argument, it is enough to show that there is a positive number ϵ > 0 such
that, if t ≥ t4 is a time such that

D(ΘA∪Ã) ∈ [ℓ, 2ℓ],

then we have
D+D(ΘA∪Ã) < −ε.

Let t ≥ t4 be such that D(ΘA∪Ã) ∈ [ℓ, 2ℓ]. Recalling (5.15) and we compute the Dini derivative as
follows:

(5.28) D+D(ΘA) = max
i,j∈A∪Ã

θi=maxk∈A∪Ã θk
θj=mink∈A∪Ã θk

(
θ̇i − θ̇j

)

By (5.27) and A ∩ Ã ≠ ∅, we have the following two cases:

either min
i∈A

θi(t) ≤ min
i∈Ã

θi(t) ≤ max
i∈A

θi(t) ≤ max
i∈Ã

θi(t),

or min
i∈Ã

θi(t) ≤ min
i∈A

θi(t) ≤ max
i∈Ã

θi(t) ≤ max
i∈A

θi(t).
(5.29)

By symmetry, we may assume that the former case holds. First, we set

α := D(ΘA∪Ã(t)) C :=

{
j ∈ A ∪ Ã : min

i∈Ã
θi(t) ≤ θj(t) ≤ max

i∈A
θi(t)

}
, µ :=

|C|
N
.

Note that A ∩ Ã ⊂ C, so that

(5.30) |A ∪ Ã| = |A| + |Ã| − |A ∩ Ã| ≥ |A| + |Ã| − |C| ≥ (2λ− µ)N.

Since
|A ∪ Ã| ≤ N and |C| ≤ |A| ≤ λN,

we have the admissibility range

(5.31) µ ∈ [2λ− 1, λ].
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By invoking Lemma 3.2, for indices i, j ∈ A ∪ Ã such that

θi(t) = max
k∈A∪Ã

θk(t) and θj(t) = min
k∈A∪Ã

θk(t),

we have

θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t) ≤
κ
(
1 − e−t/m

)
N

∑
l∈A∪Ã

(sin(θl(t) − θi(t)) − sin(θl(t) − θj(t)))

+ (ω0
i − ω0

j )e−t/m + (νi − νj)(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A∪Ã)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA∪Ã) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+
N − |A ∪ Ã|

N
2κ sin

θi(t) − θj(t)

2

(
1 − e−t/m

)
(5.30)

≤ −
2κ
(
1 − e−t/m

)
N

sin
θi(t) − θj(t)

2

∑
l∈A∪Ã

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
+ D(Ω0

A∪Ã)e−t/m + D(VA∪Ã)(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2κ

(
D(Ω0

A∪Ã)te−t/m
(

1 − e−t/m
)

+m(D(VA∪Ã) + 2κ)
(

1 − e−t/m
)3)

+ 2 (1 − 2λ+ µ)κ sin
θi(t) − θj(t)

2

(
1 − e−t/m

)
≤ −2κ

(
1 − e−t/m

)
sin

θi(t) − θj(t)

2

 1

N

∑
l∈A∪Ã

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
− (1 − 2λ+ µ)


+ 2κ

(
1 − e−t/m

)
ξ(m,κ,VA∪Ã,Ω

0
A∪Ã, t4/m).

(5.32)

Note that for l ∈ C, we have

θi(t) − ℓ ≤ min
k∈Ã

θk(t) − ℓ ≤ min
k∈Ã

θk(t) ≤ θl(t) ≤ max
k∈A

θk(t) ≤ min
k∈A

θk(t) + ℓ = θj(t) + ℓ,

so that

−ℓ+
α

2
≤ −ℓ+

θi(t) − θj(t)

2
≤ θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2
≤ ℓ− θi(t) − θj(t)

2
= ℓ− α

2
.

Hence, we have

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
≥ cos

(
ℓ− α

2

)
, l ∈ C.

On the other hand, we have the following straightforward bound

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
≥ cos

(
θi(t) − θj(t)

2

)
= cos

α

2
, l ∈ (A ∪ Ã) \ C

to derive

1

N

∑
l∈A∪Ã

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)

≥ 1

N

∑
l∈C

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
+

1

N

∑
l∈(A∪Ã)\C

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)

≥ |C|
N

cos
(
ℓ− α

2

)
+

|A ∪ Ã| − |C|
N

cos
α

2
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≥ µ cos
(
ℓ− α

2

)
+ 2(λ− µ) cos

α

2
.

Thus, we continue the estimate of (5.32) to obtain

θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t) ≤ −2κ
(

1 − e−t/m
)

sin
α

2

(
µ cos

(
ℓ− α

2

)
+ 2(λ− µ) cos

α

2
− (1 − 2λ+ µ)

)
+ 2κ

(
1 − e−t/m

)
ξ(m,κ,VA∪Ã,Ω

0
A∪Ã, t4/m).

(5.33)

We claim that

sin
α

2

(
µ cos

(
ℓ− α

2

)
+ 2(λ− µ) cos

α

2
− (1 − 2λ+ µ)

)
≥ sin

ℓ

2

(
λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
=

1

2
fλ(ℓ).

(5.34)

For the moment, we postpone the proof of this estimate to the end of this proof.

Suppose (5.34) holds. Then, it follows from (5.33) that

θ̇i(t) − θ̇j(t) ≤ −κ
(

1 − e−t/m
) (
fλ(ℓ) − 2ξ(m,κ,VA∪Ã,Ω

0
A∪Ã, t4/m)

)
< 0,

which is negative since

fλ(ℓ)
(5.24)

≥ 2ξ(B, t2/m) ≥ 2ξ(B, t4/m) ≥ 2ξ(m,κ,VA∪Ã,Ω
0
A∪Ã, t4/m),

where ξ(B, s) = ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω
0
B, s) for s = t2/m, t4/m. Invoking (5.28), we have

D+
∣∣
t
D(ΘA) ≤− κ

(
1 − e−t4/m

) (
fλ(ℓ) − 2ξ(m,κ,VA∪Ã,Ω

0
A∪Ã, t4/m)

)
< 0.

Thus, we have shown that whenever D(ΘA∪Ã) ∈ [ℓ, 2ℓ] on the time interval [t4,∞), it has negative
upper Dini (time) derivative: D+D(ΘA∪Ã) < −ϵ for some fixed ϵ:

ϵ := κ
(

1 − e−t4/m
) (
fλ(ℓ) − 2ξ(m,κ,VA∪Ã,Ω

0
A∪Ã, t4/m)

)
> 0.

As per the aforementioned argument, this verifies (5.25). Now, we return to the proof of (5.34).

Proof of (5.34): Recall the constraints given by (5.3), D(ΘA∪Ã(t)) ∈ [ℓ, 2ℓ], and (5.31):23

λ ∈ [1/2, 1], ℓ ∈ [0, 2 cos−1(1/λ− 1)], α ∈ [ℓ, 2ℓ], µ ∈ [2λ− 1, λ].

These constraints are equivalent to

ℓ ∈ [0, π], α ∈ [ℓ, 2ℓ], λ ∈
[

1

1 + cos(ℓ)/2
, 1

]
, µ ∈ [2λ− 1, λ],

where we choose the variables in the order of ℓ, α, λ, and then µ, within the above conditions. Note
that, for each fixed choice of ℓ and α, the inequality (5.34) is linear in λ and µ, whose domain{

(λ, µ) ∈ R2 : λ ∈
[

1

1 + cos(ℓ/2)
, 1

]
, µ ∈ [2λ− 1, λ]

}
forms a closed solid triangle in R2 with vertices

(λ, µ) =

(
1

1 + cos(ℓ/2)
,

1 − cos(ℓ/2)

1 + cos(ℓ/2)

)
,

(
1

1 + cos(ℓ/2)
,

1

1 + cos(ℓ/2)

)
, (1, 1) .

Thus, it is enough to prove (5.34) at these extreme points; the corresponding inequalities are

(5.35) sin
α

2

(1 − cos(ℓ/2)) cos
(
ℓ− α

2

)
+ 2 cos(ℓ/2) cos α2

1 + cos(ℓ/2)
≥ 0,

23Because the inequality (5.34) that we are trying to prove is not strict, we are allowed to take the closure of the
conditions, i.e., we can make every open interval closed.
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(5.36) sin
α

2

(
1 + cos

(
ℓ− α

2

)
1 + cos(ℓ/2)

− 1

)
≥ 0,

and

(5.37) sin
α

2
cos
(
ℓ− α

2

)
≥ sin

ℓ

2
cos

ℓ

2
,

respectively.

• Case A.1 (verification of (5.35)): Since sin α
2 ≥ 0, it is enough to show, for ℓ ∈ [0, π] and α ∈ [ℓ, 2ℓ],

(1 − cos(ℓ/2)) cos
(
ℓ− α

2

)
+ 2 cos(ℓ/2) cos

α

2
≥ 0.

Observe that

(1 − cos
ℓ

2
) cos

(
ℓ− α

2

)
+ 2 cos

ℓ

2
cos

α

2

= (1 − cos
ℓ

2
) cos

(
ℓ

2
− α− ℓ

2

)
+ 2 cos

ℓ

2
cos

(
ℓ

2
+
α− ℓ

2

)
= (1 + cos

ℓ

2
) cos

ℓ

2
cos

α− ℓ

2
+ (1 − 3 cos

ℓ

2
) sin

ℓ

2
sin

α− ℓ

2
.

Since ℓ
2 ,

α−ℓ
2 ∈ [0, π2 ], this is nonnegative if 1 − 3 cos ℓ2 ≥ 0.

If 1 − 3 cos ℓ2 < 0, then the α-derivative is

−(1 + cos
ℓ

2
) cos

ℓ

2
sin

α− ℓ

2
+ (1 − 3 cos

ℓ

2
) sin

ℓ

2
cos

α− ℓ

2

and is nonpositive. So, for fixed ℓ ∈ [0, π], the given expression is minimized at α = 2ℓ, at which it
becomes

(1 + cos
ℓ

2
) cos2

ℓ

2
+ (1 − 3 cos

ℓ

2
) sin2 ℓ

2

= (1 + cos
ℓ

2
) cos2

ℓ

2
+ (1 − 3 cos

ℓ

2
)(1 − cos2

ℓ

2
) = (1 + cos

ℓ

2
)

(
cos2

ℓ

2
+ (1 − 3 cos

ℓ

2
)(1 − cos

ℓ

2
)

)
= (1 + cos

ℓ

2
)

(
1 − 4 cos

ℓ

2
+ 4 cos2

ℓ

2

)
= (1 + cos

ℓ

2
)

(
1 − 2 cos

ℓ

2

)2

≥ 0.

This proves (5.35).

• Case A.2 (verification of (5.36)): Since sin α
2 ≥ 0, it is enough to show

cos
(
ℓ− α

2

)
− cos

ℓ

2
≥ 0.

This follows from the fact that cos is decreasing on [0, π2 ] and

0 ≤ ℓ− α

2
≤ ℓ

2
≤ π

2
.

• Case A.3 (verification of (5.37)): The last estimate (5.37) follows from α− ℓ ∈ [0, π] and

sin
α

2
cos
(
ℓ− α

2

)
=

1

2
(sin ℓ+ sin(α− ℓ)) ≥ 1

2
sin ℓ = sin

ℓ

2
cos

ℓ

2
.

This finally completes the proof of Lemma 5.3. □
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Now we are ready to proceed with the proof of statement (4) of Theorem 5.1. Consider the set

S :=
{
Ã ⊂ B : |Ã| ≥ λN and ∃t ≥ ηm∃k⃗ ∈ ZÃ D(ΘÃ(t) − 2πk⃗) < ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VÃ,Ω

0
Ã, t/m))

}
.

Then Lemma 5.3 tells us that whenever Ã1, Ã2 ∈ S, then Ã1 ∪ Ã2 ∈ S. On the other hand, A ∈ S
by assumption. Therefore, S contains an element Amax that is maximal with respect to inclusion,
i.e., we have Amax ∈ S, and whenever Ã ∈ S we have Ã ⊂ Amax. Of course, we have A ⊂ Amax ⊂ B.
Next, we show that the index set Amax that we constructed has properties (4)(a) and (4)(b).

• (Verification of property (4)(a)): From Amax ∈ S and statement (1) of Theorem 5.1, we have that

for some k⃗ ∈ ZAmax ,

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘAmax
(t) − 2πk⃗) ≤ ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VAmax

,Ω0
Amax

,∞)) ≤ ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω
0
B,∞)).

Since D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ℓ < π for t ≥ t1, we can see that the vector k⃗ ∈ ZAmax must have constant

A-entries, and thus, by adding some integer multiple of the all-ones vector to k⃗, we may assume the

A-entries of k⃗ are zero. This proves that Amax has property (4)(a).

• (Verification of property (4)(b)): If Amax = B, then there is nothing to prove, so we may assume
Amax ⊊ B. For any i ∈ B \ Amax, by construction of Amax as the maximal element of S up to
inclusion, we have Amax ∪ {i} /∈ S, which, by definition of S, tells us that for all t ≥ ηm, we have

min
k∈Z

D(ΘAmax(t) ∪ {θi(t) − 2πk}) ≥ ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VAmax∪{i},Ω
0
Amax∪{i}, t/m)).

Thus we have

lim inf
t→∞

min
k∈Z

D(ΘAmax
(t) ∪ {θi(t) − 2πk})

≥ ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VAmax∪{i},Ω
0
Amax∪{i},∞)) ≥ ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω

0
B,∞)).

We take the minimum over the finite set B \ Amax to see

lim inf
t→∞

min
i∈B\Amax

k∈Z

D(ΘAmax
(t) ∪ {θi(t) − 2πk}) ≥ ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω

0
B,∞)).

Now, we have a triangle inequality:

min
i∈B\Amax

j∈Amax
k∈Z

|θi(t) − 2πk − θj(t)| ≥ min
i∈B\Amax

k∈Z

D(ΘAmax
(t) ∪ {θi(t) − 2πk}) −D(ΘAmax

(t)),

to which, if we apply (5.9) and (5.8):

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘAmax
(t)) ≤ ϕ1

(
λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω

0
B,∞)

)
,

the we obtain (5.10):

lim inf
t→∞

min
i∈B\Amax

j∈Amax
k∈Z

|θi(t) − 2πk − θj(t)| ≥ ϕ2
(
λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω

0
B,∞)

)
− ϕ1

(
λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω

0
B,∞)

)
.

• (Verification of property (4)(c)): Now we show that Amax is the unique index set with these

properties. Assume A′
max ⊂ B satisfies A′

max ⊃ A and has properties (4)(a) and (4)(b). By property
(4)(a), we have (after suitable 2π-translations)

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA′
max

(t))
(5.8)

≤ ϕ1
(
λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω

0
B,∞)

)
< ϕ2

(
λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VA′

max
,Ω0

A′
max

,∞)
)

from which it follows that A′
max ∈ S. Hence, by the maximality of Amax, we have

A′
max ⊂ Amax.
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But for any i ∈ Amax \ A′
max, we have

ϕ1(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω
0
B,∞))

(5.8)

≥ lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘAmax(t)) ≥ lim inf
t→∞

D(ΘA′
max∪{i}(t))

(5.9)

≥ ϕ2(λ, 2ξ(m,κ,VB,Ω
0
B,∞)),

which gives a contradiction. Thus, the condition i ∈ Amax \ A′
max must be vacuous, i.e.,

Amax \ A′
max = ∅.

Therefore A′
max = Amax, proving the uniqueness of Amax. Assertion (4)(c) for Amax follows directly

from the assertion (2).

6. Proof of Theorem 3.1: the zero inertia limit

In this section, we are now ready to prove Theorem 3.1 using Theorem 5.1. We may assume

ε < min
{R0

2
,

1

2
− 1

N

}
,

by replacing ε with min{ε, R
0

4 ,
1
4 − 1

2N }. We denote by τ = κt the normalized time.

Given the initial data Θ0 with R0 > 0, we denote by ΦID,1st = ΦID,1st(τ) the solution to the first
order Kuramoto model with identical intrinsic frequencies and unit coupling strength:

ϕ̇ID,1sti (τ) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(ϕID,1stj (τ) − ϕID,1sti (τ)), τ > 0,

ϕID,1sti (0) = θ0i , i ∈ [N ].

By [44, 47], ΦID,1st tends to either the completely synchronized state, or a bipolar state with order

parameter ≥ R0, i.e., there exists λ ∈ [ 1+R
0

2 , 1], ϕ∞ ∈ R, and an index set A ⊂ [N ] such that

|A| ≥ λN and

{
ϕID,1sti → ϕ∞ as t→ ∞ if i ∈ A,
ϕID,1sti → ϕ∞ + π as t→ ∞ if i ∈ [N ] \ A,

up to 2π-translations.
If N = 2, then the only possibility is

A = [N ] and λ = 1.

If N = 3, we must have

|A| ≥ 2 and λ ≥ 2

3
.

If N ≥ 4 and (3.5) holds, then since the cross-ratios are constants of motion for ΦID,1st, we must
have

|A| ≥ N − 1 and λ ≥ N − 1

N
.

Given this λ, we choose ℓ ∈
(

0, 2 cos−1
(

1
λ − 1

))
small enough so that

cos
ℓ

2
> 1 − ε

λ
.

Then, we have

λ cos
ℓ

2
− (1 − λ) > λ(1 − ε

λ
) − (1 − λ) ≥


1 − ε if N = 2,

1 − 2
N − ε if N = 3 or (3.5) holds,

R0 − ε otherwise.

(6.1)

Choose a time τ0 ≥ 1 such that

|ϕID,1sti (τ0) − ϕ∞| < ℓ

6
, ∀ i ∈ A.
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This implies

D(ΦID,1st
A (τ0)) <

ℓ

3
.

Note that ℓ = ℓ(Θ0, ε) and τ0 = τ0(Θ0, ε) can be chosen to be purely functions of Θ0 and ε.

Now, we choose a, b, c > 0 small enough so that

(6.2) a ≤ ℓ

3
e−2τ0 , c (a+ b+ 2) ≤ ℓ

3
e−2τ0 , ac+ 2c+

a

2
+
bc

2
+
b

2
<
λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
.

We remark that since ℓ was chosen in
(

0, 2 cos−1
(

1
λ − 1

))
, we have

λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
> 0,

so the last condition is feasible. We denote by ΦNID,1st the solution to the first order Kuramoto
model, in normalized time τ , with possibly nonidentical normalized intrinsic velocities V/κ:

ϕ̇NID,1st
i (τ) =

νi
κ

+
1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(ϕNID,1st
j (τ) − ϕNID,1st

i (τ)), τ > 0,

ϕNID,1st
i (0) = θ0i , i ∈ [N ].

Analogously to [44, Lemma 4.2], we have

(6.3) D(ΦNID,1st(τ) − ΦID,1st(τ)) ≤ D(V)

κ

(
e2τ − 1

)
, τ ≥ 0.

Indeed, we have, for i, j ∈ [N ],

ϕ̇NID,1st
i − ϕ̇NID,1st

j − ϕ̇ID,1sti + ϕ̇ID,1stj

=
νi − νj
κ

+
1

N

N∑
k=1

(
sin(ϕNID,1st

k − ϕNID,1st
i ) − sin(ϕID,1stk − ϕID,1sti )

)
− 1

N

N∑
k=1

(
sin(ϕNID,1st

k − ϕNID,1st
j ) − sin(ϕID,1stk − ϕID,1stj )

)
.

Now, we take the absolute values of the above relation to get∣∣∣ϕ̇NID,1st
i − ϕ̇NID,1st

j − ϕ̇ID,1sti + ϕ̇ID,1stj

∣∣∣ ≤ D(V)

κ
+ 2D(ΦNID,1st(τ) − ΦID,1st(τ)),

for i, j ∈ [N ]. We take the maximum over i, j ∈ [N ] which maximize the quantity

ϕNID,1st
i − ϕNID,1st

j − ϕID,1sti + ϕID,1stj

to find

D+D(ΦNID,1st(τ) − ΦID,1st(τ)) ≤ D(V)

κ
+ 2D(ΦNID,1st(τ) − ΦID,1st(τ)),

from which (6.3) follows by Grönwall’s inequality.

By condition (6.2)1, D(V)
κ ≤ a ≤ ℓ

3e
−2τ0 and (6.3), we have

D(ΦNID,1st
A (τ0) − ΦID,1st

A (τ0)) ≤ D(ΦNID,1st(τ0) − ΦID,1st(τ0)) ≤ D(V)

κ

(
e2τ0 − 1

)
<
ℓ

3
,

and

D(ΦNID,1st
A (τ0))

(1.5)

≤ D(ΦID,1st
A (τ0)) + D(ΦNID,1st

A (τ0) − ΦID,1st
A (τ0)) <

ℓ

3
+
ℓ

3
=

2ℓ

3
.
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Now, we set Φ(τ) = Θ(τ/κ). Then, this solves the second-order Cauchy problem in normalized time:
mκϕ̈i(τ) + ϕ̇i(τ) =

νi
κ

+
1

N

N∑
j=1

sin(ϕj(τ) − ϕi(τ)), τ > 0,

ϕi(0) = θ0i , ϕ̇i(0) =
ω0
i

κ
, i ∈ [N ].

By (E.3) of Proposition 3.2, we have

∥(ΦNID,1st(τ)−Φ(τ))∧1[N ]∥∞ < mκ

(
D(Ω0 − V)

κ
+ 2

)
e2τ

(1.5)

≤ m
(
D(Ω0) + D(V) + 2κ

)
e2τ , τ ≥ 0.

In particular, by condition (6.2)2, we have

m
(
D(Ω0) + D(V) + 2κ

)
= mκ

(
D(Ω0)

κ
+

D(V)

κ
+ 2

)
≤ c(a+ b+ 2) ≤ ℓe−2τ0

3
,

so that

∥(ΦNID,1st
A (τ0)−ΦA(τ0))∧1A∥∞ ≤ ∥(ΦNID,1st(τ0)−Φ(τ0))∧1[N ]∥∞ < m

(
D(Ω0) + D(V) + 2κ

)
e2τ0 ≤ ℓ

3
,

and so

D(ΘA(τ0/κ)) = D(ΦA(τ0))
(1.5)

≤ D(ΦNID,1st
A (τ0)) + ∥(ΦNID,1st

A (τ0) − ΦA(τ0)) ∧ 1[N ]∥∞ <
2ℓ

3
+
ℓ

3
= ℓ.

Note that, by condition (6.2)2, ℓ < π and τ0 ≥ 1,

2mκ ≤ 2c ≤ c (a+ b+ 2) ≤ ℓe−2τ0

3
≤ πe−2

3
<

1

2
,

so that mκ < 1
4 . We invoke Theorem 5.1 at time t = τ0/κ, with A as it is, B = [N ], and η = 1. The

hypotheses of Theorem 5.1 are satisfied since t = τ0/κ ≥ 1/κ > 4m > ηm,

ξ(m,κ,VA,Ω
0
A, 1) = mD(VA) + 2mκ+

D(VA)

2κ
+D(Ω0

A)me−1 +
D(Ω0

A)

2κ

e−1

1 − e−1

≤ mκ · D(V)

κ
+ 2mκ+

D(V)

2κ
+
D(Ω0)

κ
·mκ+

D(Ω0)

2κ

≤ ac+ 2c+
a

2
+ bc+

b

2

(6.2)3
<

λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
,

and

ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0,∞) = mD(V) + 2mκ+
D(V)

2κ
≤ ac+ 2c+

a

2

(6.2)3
<

λ

2
sin ℓ− (1 − λ) sin

ℓ

2
.

Thus, by Theorem 5.1, asymptotic phase-locking occurs, and

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ℓ for t ≥ τ0/κ.

This gives that, denoting θa := (maxi∈A θi + mini∈A θi)/2,

R(t) =

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
k=1

eiθk

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
k=1

eiθke−iθa

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ 1

N

N∑
k=1

cos (θk − θa)

=
1

N

∑
k∈A

cos (θk − θa) +
1

N

∑
k∈[N ]\A

cos (θk − θa)

≥ |A|
N

cos
D(ΘA)

2
− N − |A|

N
≥ λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ), t ≥ τ0/κ,
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and so by (6.1),

lim
t→∞

R(t) ≥


1 − ε if N = 2,

1 − 2
N − ε if N = 3 or (3.5) holds,

R0 − ε otherwise.

7. Proof of Theorem 4.1

In this section, we provide a proof of Theorem 4.1. Since the proof involves a series of technical
estimates, we briefly outline a proof strategy in the following three stages. Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and η > 0
be free parameters.

• Stage A (Strict positivity of R in an initial layer): We show, via Lemma 4.2 (which in turn is
based on the finite propagation speed guarantee of Lemma 3.1), that the order parameter R
stays strictly positive in the initial layer [0, ηm]. That is, when m is small enough to satisfy
(4.20)-(F1), we have

R(t) ≥ δR0, ∀ t ∈ [0, ηm].

For details, we refer to Lemma 7.1.

• Stage B (Finite time condensation of a majority cluster): We show, using the quasi-monotonicity
of the order parameter, that after some finite time, a majority cluster forms spontaneously
from the oscillators. See Synchronization Mechanism III (subsection 4.3) for a heuristic ex-
planation.

– Stage B.1 (Finite-time condensation): with δ ∈ (0, 1) as above, we show that there
exists a positive time te ∈ [ηm,∞) such that

R(t) ≥ δR0 > 0, ∀t ∈ [0, te] and ∆(te) ≤
(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

,

where ∆ is the functional defined in (4.12) and ξ = ξ(η) is the constant defined in
(4.17). For details, we refer to Lemma 7.2.

– Stage B.2 (Condensation gives a majority cluster): The above condition on R(te) and
∆(te), in conjunction with condition (4.20)-(F2) on free parameters λ > 1

2 and ℓ,
necessitates the existence of a majority cluster ΘA = (θi)i∈A and integers ki, i ∈ A,
such that

|A| ≥ λN and D ((θi(te) − 2kiπ)i∈A) < ℓ.

For details, we refer to Lemma 7.3.

• Stage C (Stability of the majority cluster and relaxation): We show, using Synchronization
Mechanism II (subsection 4.2), that the majority cluster ΘA of arclength < ℓ formed at
t = t∗ is maintained for the rest of time, i.e.,

D ((θi(te) − 2kiπ)i∈A) < ℓ, t ≥ t∗.

By Synchronization Mechanism I (subsection 4.1), that asymptotic phase-locking occurs.
More precisely, we use Theorem 5.1, which is applicable since we are in the regime of (4.20)-
(F3).

7.1. Stage A(Initial layer). As described after (3.8) in Subsection 3.2, the initial layer [0, ηm] is
a short time period during which we are exposed to a potential adversarial attack. By (4.20)-(i),
m is small enough that the order parameter does not change much during this time. The following
lemma quantifies this.
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Lemma 7.1. (Behavior of R in the initial layer) Suppose that the parameters κ > 0 and m > 0,
initial data Θ0 and Ω0, intrinsic frequencies V, and additional parameters η > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1)
satisfy (4.20)-(F1). Let Θ be a global solution to (3.6). Then R satisfies

R(t) ≥ δR0 > 0, ∀ t ∈ [0, ηm].

Proof. For t ∈ [0, ηm], it follows from (4.15) and (4.20)-(F1) that

R(t) ≥ R0 − ζ(η) ≥ R0 − (1 − δ)R0 = δR0.

□

7.2. Stage B (Condensation of a majority cluster). Next, we study the dynamics of R in the
time interval [ηm,∞) after the initial layer. In this time zone, it follows from (4.16) of Lemma 4.2
that

(7.1) Ṙ ≥ κ
√

∆
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

R
√

∆ − ξ(η)
)
, t ≥ ηm.

Note that for t > 0,

κ
√

∆
(

1 − e−t/m
)(

R
√

∆ − ξ(η)
)
> 0 ⇐⇒ ∆(t) >

(
ξ(η)

R(t)

)2

.

Thus, as long as R and ∆ satisfy

(7.2) R(t) ≥ δR0 and ∆(t) >

(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

,

we have ∆(t) >
(
ξ(η)
R(t)

)2
and hence Ṙ(t) > 0.

As R is bounded in [0, 1], the monotonic behavior of R must halt either in finite time or as t→ ∞.
So, heuristically, condition (7.2) should be untenable in the long run. The following lemma tells us
that indeed condition (7.2) fails to hold, in fact in finite time, with the second part of (7.2) being
the point of failure due to the monotonicity of R.

Lemma 7.2. Suppose the parameters κ,m,Θ0,Ω0,V, η, δ satisfy (4.20)-(F1), and let (Θ,Ω) be a
global solution to (3.6). Then, there exists a time t0 ∈ [ηm,∞) such that

(7.3) R(t) ≥ δR0 > 0, ∀t ∈ [0, t0], and ∆(t0) ≤
(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

.

Proof. It follows from (4.20)-(F1) and Lemma 7.1 that

(1 − δ)R0 ≥ ζ(η) and R(t) ≥ δR0, ∀ t ∈ [0, ηm].

Now, we consider two cases:

(7.4) either ∆(ηm) ≤
(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

or ∆(ηm) >

(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

.

For the former case of (7.4), we simply take

t0 = ηm.

This choice satisfies all the desired estimates of (7.3).

For the latter case of (7.4), we use R(ηm) ≥ δR0 to see

(7.5) ∆(ηm) >

(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

≥
(

ξ(η)

R(ηm)

)2

.
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Now we define a set T1 and its supremum:

T1 :=

{
t > ηm : R(s) > 0, ∆(s) >

(
ξ(η)

R(s)

)2

, ηm ≤ s ≤ t

}
, t∞1 := sup T1.(7.6)

Note that
t ∈ T1 ⇐⇒ Ṙ(s) > 0, ∀ s ∈ [ηm, t].

By (7.5) and the continuity of ∆, one has

ηm < t∞1 ≤ ∞.

Thus,

Ṙ(t) > 0, t ∈ (ηm, t∞1 ).(7.7)

Now we consider two cases:
either t∞1 <∞ or t∞1 = ∞.

Either case will lead to the existence of a t0 satisfying (7.3).

⋄ Case A: Suppose t∞1 <∞. Then, by the definition of t∞1 , we have

(7.8) ∆(t∞1 ) =

(
ξ(η)

R(t∞1 )

)2

and Ṙ(t) > 0, ∀ t ∈ (ηm, t∞1 ).

In particular, we have

R(t∞1 ) > R(t) ≥ R(ηm) ≥ δR0, t ∈ [ηm, t∞1 ).(7.9)

We claim that the following choice satisfies (7.3):

t0 := t∞1 .

Indeed, the first relation in (7.3) holds due to (7.7) and (7.9). To check the second relation, observe
that by (7.8) and (7.9), one has

∆(t∞1 ) =

(
ξ(η)

R(t∞1 )

)2

<

(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

.

⋄ Case B: Suppose t∞1 = ∞. In this case, we have

Ṙ(t) > 0, t ∈ [ηm,∞).

This yields
R(t) > R(ηm) ≥ δR0, t ∈ [ηm,∞)

and

(7.10) lim
t→∞

(
ξ(η)

R(t)
− ξ(η)

δR0

)
< 0.

On the other hand, we have, for t ∈ (ηm,∞),

Ṙ(t)
(7.1)

≥ κR(t)(1 − e−η)
√

∆

(√
∆(t) − ξ(η)

R(t)

)
(7.6)
> κ

(
1 − e−η

)
ξ(η)

(√
∆(t) − ξ(η)

R(t)

)
> 0.

Integrating both sides from t = ηm to t = ∞ and using the boundedness of R ∈ [0, 1],

1 ≥ R(∞) −R(ηm) =

∫ ∞

ηm

Ṙ(s)ds > κ
(
1 − e−η

)
ξ(η)

∫ ∞

ηm

(√
∆(s) − ξ(η)

R(s)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≥0

ds ≥ 0.

This implies

lim inf
t→∞

(√
∆(t) − ξ(η)

R(t)

)
= 0,
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which, in conjunction with (7.10), yields

lim inf
t→∞

√
∆(t) <

ξ(η)

δR0
.

Thus, we may choose t0 ≥ ηm such that
√

∆(t0) < ξ(η)
δR0 , which satisfies the desired estimate (7.3). □

Lemma 7.2 furnishes a positive lower bound on R and an upper bound on ∆. As our framework
(4.20) makes ξ(η) small, it makes ∆ very small. Now we show that if R is bounded away from 0 and
∆ is extremely small, then a majority of the oscillators is trapped in the vicinity of the order phase
parameter ϕ. Below, ⌈x⌉ is the ceiling function, i.e., the smallest integer bigger than or equal to x.

Lemma 7.3. (Sufficient condensation implies existence of a majority cluster) Suppose Θ ∈ RN ,
λ ∈ (0.5, 1], β ∈ (0, π/2) are such that either

(7.11) R ≥ λ+ (1 − λ) cosβ

or

2λ+
∆

1 − cosβ
≤ 1 +R,(7.12)

where R and ∆ are defined as in (4.7) and (4.12). Then, at least ⌈λN⌉ particles of Θ are trapped
modulo 2π in an arc whose length is less than 2β.

Proof. First, we decompose the whole index set [N ] into two disjoint subsets:

A := {i ∈ [N ] : θi ∈ (ϕ− β, ϕ+ β) mod 2π}, B := [N ] \ A.

where ϕ is defined as in (4.7). It suffices to show that

(7.13) |A| ≥ λN.

We have either (7.11) or (7.12). In case we have (7.11), we have

λ+ (1 − λ) cosβ
(7.11)

≤ R =
1

N

∑
i∈A

cos(θi − ϕ) +
1

N

∑
i∈B

cos(θi − ϕ) ≤ |A|
N

+
N − |A|
N

cosβ

from which we have (7.13). Otherwise, we have (7.12). Note that, for each i ∈ B,

cos(θi − ϕ) ≤ cosβ and

sin2(θi − ϕ) = (1 − cos(θi − ϕ))(1 + cos(θi − ϕ)) ≥ (1 − cosβ)(1 + cos(θi − ϕ)).
(7.14)

Now, we use (7.14) and (4.9)1 to get

∆ ≥ 1

N

∑
i∈B

sin2(θi − ϕ) ≥ (1 − cosβ)
1

N

∑
i∈B

(
1 + cos(θi − ϕ)

)
= (1 − cosβ)

[
|B|
N

+
1

N

∑
i∈B

cos(θi − ϕ)

]
= (1 − cosβ)

[
N − |A|
N

+R− 1

N

∑
i∈A

cos(θi − ϕ)

]

≥ (1 − cosβ)

[
N − |A|
N

+R− |A|
N

]
= (1 − cosβ)

[
1 +R− 2|A|

N

]
.

(7.15)

We combine (7.12) and (7.15) to obtain

1 +R ≥ 2λ+
∆

1 − cosβ
≥ 2λ+ 1 +R− 2|A|

N
.

This implies

|A| ≥ λN.

□
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7.3. Stage C (persistence and relaxation). Finally, we are in a situation in which Theorem 5.1
is applicable because of (4.20)-(F3). This allows us to finish the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Suppose that the framework (4.20)-(F1), (F2) and (F3) hold. Now we use the
condition (4.20)-(F1) and Lemma 7.2 to see that there exists a time t0 ∈ [ηm,∞) such that

R(t) ≥ δR0 > 0, ∀ t ∈ [0, t0], and ∆(t0) ≤
(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2

.

Then, use condition (4.20)-(F2) to apply Lemma 7.3 with β = ℓ/2 to see that there is a subensemble
ΘA with |A| ≥ λN , confined in an arc of length ≤ ℓ at time t = t0. Now, condition (4.20)-(F3)
enables us to use statements (1), (3), and (4) of Theorem 5.1 with B = [N ], to prove statements (1)
and (2) of Theorem 4.1. If we have condition (4.20)-(F4) in addition, we may use statement (2) of
Theorem 5.1 to prove statement (3) of Theorem 4.1. □

8. Conclusion and future directions

In this paper, we have presented two main results on phase-locking under some framework which
is formulated in terms of (system and free) parameters and initial data and which does not impose
any restriction on the diameter of the initial data. Under the proposed framework, we first show that
a majority cluster emerges in finite-time and persists. Here a majority cluster denotes a subensemble
of phase oscillators whose cardinality is larger than half of the full cardinality. Second, we show that
the oscillators outside the majority cluster also stays in a bounded neighborhood of the majority
cluster in a large coupling regime so that the whole ensemble has a diameter bounded in time.
Then, we use the inertial gradient flow formulation of the inertial Kuramoto model with an analytic
potential and boundedness of phase and frequency diameters to derive asymptotic convergence to
the traveling solution moving with a fixed velocity, namely the average of the natural frequencies. In
particular, the uniform boundedness of the phase diameter depends on detailed technical estimates
on the order parameters.

There are several interesting issues to be explored in future works. Here are a few examples.

• What is the convergence rate towards a phase-locked state? The inertial gradient flow for-
mulation and the  Lojasiewicz gradient theorem only guarantee an algebraic convergence
rate toward a phase-locked state, since the  Lojasiewicz exponent may be less than 1

2 . How-
ever, for the unique phase-locked state confined in a quarter-circle, the convergence rate is
exponential [21], and the  Lojasiewicz exponent is 1

2 (see [61, 62]). We pose the following
question.

Question 8.1. Is a phase-locked state of (2.1) unstable if and only if its  Lojasiewicz expo-
nent is less than 1

2? Is the convergence toward an unstable equilibrium always asymptotically
algebraic?

• Note that the mean-field limit N → ∞ for (2.1) leads to a Vlasov-McKean equation, first
derived in [57] based on the kinetic theory developed in [67]. This topic has been extensively
studied in literature [13, 15, 29, 43, 64, 66]. The inertial Kuramoto model (1.1) on graphs
has also been explored in the limit N → ∞ [16, 17]. We also refer to [19, 20] for the
hydrodynamic model derived from (1.1) to describe synchronization phenomena. Researching
the asymptotic dynamics of the Vlasov-McKean equation for (1.1) obtained in the mean-field
limit, such as in the flavor of [66], is an interesting direction.

• Note that we did not use the full power of Theorem 5.1 in the proof of Theorem 4.1, i.e.,
Theorem 5.1 does not require control on V[N ]\A. What if, in the framework (F), instead of an

upper bound on D(V)/κ, we had an upper bound on
√

Var(V)/κ? Passing via Chebyshev’s
inequality to a subensemble B ⊂ [N ] with a good upper bound on D(VB)/κ, can we still
deduce the emergence of a majority cluster A ⊂ B, and B-partial phase-locking?
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Question 8.2. For each ε ∈ (0, 12 ), do there exist constants a(ε), b(ε), c(ε) such that if√
Var(V)/κ < a(ε)|R0|2,

√
Var(Ω0)/κ < b(ε)|R0|2, and mκ < c(ε)|R0|2, then there exists

B ⊂ [N ] with |B| ≥ (1−ε)N such that the solution Θ to (1.1) exhibits B-partial phase-locking?
Does there exist a majority cluster A ⊂ B such that ΘA is confined in a quarter-circle for
large enough times?

Conjecture 4.2 is also relevant to this question.

• Our proposed framework (F) is a sufficient one, namely, our lower bound for a minimum
coupling strength given κ having fixed m, V, Θ0, and Ω0 is likely not optimal. Thus, it will
be interesting to compute the optimal lower bound, namely a “pathwise-critical coupling
strength”, which induces asymptotic phase-locking. This definition is different from the usual
critical coupling strength for the existence of a phase-locked state, and the pathwise-critical
coupling strength for phase-locking is not known even for the Kuramoto model itself. We
pose the following:

Question 8.3. Do the pathwise-critical coupling strength and the critical coupling strength
coincide for the Kuramoto models (1.1) and (2.1)?

An affirmative answer to Question 8.3 would elucidate the role of the inertia m: it does
not affect whether synchronization occurs, but the timescale at which synchronization oc-
curs is multiplicative in m (see Figure 2 and its interpretation). This would resolve the
aforementioned tension between [33] and [3, 27] regarding the role of m in synchronization.

Constructing a weak Lyapunov functional for (1.1) or (2.1) on the torus TN , as opposed
to the gradient potential on RN , will be useful towards improving asymptotic phase-locking
results for generic initial data, and possibly answering Question 8.3 in the affirmative (see
Conjecture 4.1). Because we do not know a bona fide Lyapunov functional, we have used the
diameter of some subensemble and the order parameter as “pseudo-Lyapunov functionals”
and have obtained some partial results. To solve the synchronization problem for the Ku-
ramoto models (1.1) and (2.1) by affirmatively answering Question 8.3, we strongly suggest
resolving Conjecture 4.1, namely finding this elusive Lyapunov functional.
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Appendix A. Description of previous results

In this appendix, we present previous results to support Section 4.

A.1. Stability of majority clusters. In the case of the first-order Kuramoto model (2.1), partial
phase-locking was proven by the authors as the following theorem.

Theorem A.1 ([47, Theorem 3.1, Corollary 3.1]). For given sets of indices A ⊂ B ⊂ [N ], suppose
that the real parameters λ, ℓ and κ satisfy

1

2
< λ ≤ 1, ℓ ∈

(
0, 2 cos−1

( 1

λ
− 1
))

, |A| ≥ λN, κ >
D(ΩB)

λ sin ℓ− 2(1 − λ) sin ℓ
2

,

and let Θ be a global solution to (2.1) such that ΘA is a λ-ensemble of arc length ≤ ℓ at time 0:

D(Θ0
A) ≤ ℓ.

Then, the following assertions hold.

(1) The ensemble ΘA is stable:

sup
0≤t<∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ℓ

and

lim sup
t→∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ ϕ1(λ,D(ΩA)/κ)
Lemma 5.2(i)

<
3π

4(2λ− 1)

D(ΩA)

κ
.

(2) The ensemble ΘB is partially phase-locked:

sup
0≤t<∞

D(ΘB(t)) <∞.

In particular, if B = [N ], then asymptotic phase-locking occurs.

(3) If we assume in addition that

D(ΩA)

κ
<

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

,

then the oscillators of ΘA become linearly ordered according to their natural frequencies: for
i, j ∈ A, with νi ≥ νj,

νi − νj
κ

≤ lim inf
t→∞

[θi(t) − θj(t)] ≤ lim sup
t→∞

[θi(t) − θj(t)] ≤
π

2
√

2(λ cosϕ1 − (1 − λ))

νi − νj
κ

.

In the case of the inertial Kuramoto model (1.1), the following result was proven for partial
phase-locking. It can be shown that Corollary 5.1 subsumes this theorem.

Theorem A.2 ([51, Theorem 1.2] ). The following assertions hold.

(1) (Complete frequency synchronization): Suppose that the parameters and initial data satisfy
the following conditions:

A ⊂ [N ], |A| = M, M >
N

2
, 0 < β < α, 2β + α < π,

M

N
sin(

α

2
− β

4
) cos(

α

2
+

5β

8
) − (1 − M

N
) cos(

α

2
− β

8
) > 0,

0 < µ ≤ M

N
sin(

α

2
− β

4
) cos(

α

2
+

5β

8
) − (1 − M

N
) cos(

α

2
− β

8
), λ > µ+ 2,

mκ ≤ β

4(λ+ µ+ 2) ln(λ+2µ+2
µ )

, D(V) < µκ,

D(Θ0
A) ≤ π − α− β, D(Ω0

A) < λκ,
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and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). Then, we have complete synchronization:

sup
0≤t<∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ π − α, sup
t∗<t<∞

D(ΘA(t)) ≤ π − α− β, lim
t→∞

max
i∈[N ]

|θ̇i − νc| = 0,

where t∗ is a positive constant defined by

t∗ :=
β

4(λ+ µ+ 2)κ
+

β

κ(µ− (λ+ 2µ+ 2)e−
τ
m )
.

(2) (Complete phase synchronization): Suppose that the parameters and initial data satisfy the
following conditions:

0 < β < α < π, 2β + α < π,

µ := sin(
α

2
− β

4
) cos(

α

2
+

5β

8
), λ > µ+ 2,

mκ ≤ β

4(λ+ µ+ 2) ln(λ+2µ+2
µ )

, D(V) = 0,

D(Θ0) ≤ π − α− β, D(Ω0) < λκ,

and let Θ(t) be a global solution to (3.6). Then, we have complete phase synchronization:

lim
t→∞

max
i,j∈[N ]

|θi(t) − θj(t)| = 0.

In the special case of N = 3 for the Kuramoto mdoel (2.1):

(A.1)


θ̇1 = ν1 +

κ

3

(
sin(θ2 − θ1) + sin(θ3 − θ1)

)
,

θ̇2 = ν2 +
κ

3

(
sin(θ1 − θ2) + sin(θ3 − θ2)

)
,

θ̇3 = ν3 +
κ

3

(
sin(θ1 − θ3) + sin(θ2 − θ3)

)
,

Theorem A.1 in Section 5, coupled with a finite-collision argument, can be used to verify that, in a
large coupling regime, asymptotic phase-locking happens regardless of initial data.

Theorem A.3 ([47, Proposition 4.1]). Suppose system parameters satisfy

N = 3, κ >

√
138 + 22

√
33

4
D(V).

Then, the Kuramoto flow of (A.1) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking.

Likewise, for the inertial Kuramoto model (1.1) with N = 3:

(A.2)


mθ̈1 + θ̇1 = ν1 +

κ

3

(
sin(θ2 − θ1) + sin(θ3 − θ1)

)
,

mθ̈2 + θ̇2 = ν2 +
κ

3

(
sin(θ1 − θ2) + sin(θ3 − θ2)

)
,

mθ̈3 + θ̇3 = ν3 +
κ

3

(
sin(θ1 − θ3) + sin(θ2 − θ3)

)
,

we may prove asymptotic phase-locking for all initial data under large coupling strength and small
inertia, via a partial-locking argument. Previously, in [51], Theorem A.2 was used to this end to
obtain the following result:

Theorem A.4 ([51, Theorem 1.3]). Suppose that the system parameters satisfy

mκ ≤ η∞

(
4(sin

η∞
16

cos
11η∞

16
+ 2) ln(

4 sin η∞
16 cos 11η∞

16 + 6

sin η∞
16 cos 11η∞

16

)

)
≈ 0.0319,

D(V) < κ max
η∈(0, 2π5 ]

(
9

10
sin

η

16
cos

11η

16

)
≈ 0.0458596κ,
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where η∞ = 2π/5, and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (A.2). Then, we have

lim
t→∞

|θ̇i(t) − νc| = 0, ∀ i = 1, 2, 3.

Note again that this is subsumed by Theorem 1.2. Note that in the zero inertia limit m→ 0, i.e.,
Theorem 1.2 fully recovers Theorem A.3.

A.2. Synchronization in the identical case. In the inertial Kuramoto model (1.1) with identical
natural frequencies νi = νj , the energy dissipation formula (4.13) can be used to prove the following.

Theorem A.5 ([23, Theorem 3.4]). Suppose the initial data and system parameters satisfy

κ > 0, νi = 0 ∀i ∈ [N ], and mVar(Ω0) ≤ κ|R0|2,
and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). Then, the following assertions hold.

(1) Complete frequency synchronization emerges asymptotically:

lim
t→∞

|ωi(t) − ωj(t)| = 0, i, j ∈ [N ].

(2) If R0 = 0, then system lies in a phase-locked state and

R(Θ(t)) = 0, t ≥ 0.

(3) If R0 > 0, then there exist a positive lower bound for R(t) and a limiting phase Θ∞:

inf
0≤t<∞

R(Θ(t)) > 0 and lim
t→∞

∥Θ(t) − Θ∞∥∞ = 0.

Furthermore, in the identical case the potential (4.1) can be written as

P (Θ) =
κN2

2
(1 −R2).

This can serve as an inertial gradient not only as a dynamical system on RN but also on the compact
manifold TN . Thus, the version of the  Lojasiewicz gradient theorem (Proposition 4.1) on compact
manifolds applies to give the following theorem.

Theorem A.6 ([60]). Suppose the initial data and system parameters satisfy

κ > 0, νi = 0 ∀i ∈ [N ],

and let (Θ,Ω) be a global solution to (3.6). Then (Θ,Ω) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking and com-
plete frequency synchronization.

Appendix B. Sturm–Picone Comparison Principle

In this appendix, we provide the proof of the version of the Sturm–Picone comparison principle
stated in Lemma 3.3. Actually, we state and prove a stronger version of the Sturm–Picone comparison
principle to be used in later sections of the appendix.

Lemma B.1 (Sturm–Picone Comparison Principle). Let a, b, c > 0 be positive real numbers, and
define the extended real-valued number

T ∗ = T ∗(a, b, c) :=

{
∞, if 4ac ≤ b2,

πa√
4ac−b2 + 2a√

4ac−b2 sin−1
(

b
2
√
ac

)
, if 4ac > b2.

Let I ⊂ R be a connected open interval, and let y : I → R be a continuous function such that for
any subinterval J ⊂ I on which y|J > 0 pointwise, we have that y is C2 on J and

aÿ(t) + bẏ(t) + cy(t) > 0, t ∈ J.

Then, the following assertions hold.

(1) If there is a time t0 ∈ I such that y(t0) > 0 and ẏ(t0) ≥ 0, we have

y(t) > 0 for t ∈ I ∩ [t0, t0 + T ∗].
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(2) If 4ac ≤ b2, then there cannot exist two times t1, t2 ∈ I with t1 < t2 such that y(t1) = y(t2) =
0 yet y > 0 on (t1, t2), and the set {t ∈ I : y(t) ≤ 0} is a closed connected subinterval of I.

(3) If 4ac ≤ b2 and if we assume in addition that the same condition that holds for y also holds
for the function −y, i.e., that on any subinterval J ⊂ I on which y|J < 0 pointwise, we have
that y is C2 and

aÿ(t) + bẏ(t) + cy(t) < 0, t ∈ J,

then y cannot change sign twice on I: either
(a) y > 0 on I, or
(b) y < 0 on I, or
(c) y = 0 on I, or
(d) there exist times t1, t2 ∈ I with t1 ≤ t2 such that y > 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t1), y = 0 on

[t1, t2], and y > 0 on I ∩ (t2,∞), or
(e) there exists a time t1 ∈ I such that y > 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t1) and y = 0 on I ∩ [t1,∞), or
(f) there exist times t1, t2 ∈ I with t1 ≤ t2 such that y > 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t1), y = 0 on

[t1, t2], and y < 0 on I ∩ (t2,∞), or
(g) there exists a time t2 ∈ I such that y = 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t2] and y > 0 on I ∩ (t2,∞), or
(h) there exists a time t2 ∈ I such that y = 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t2] and y < 0 on I ∩ (t2,∞), or
(i) there exist times t1, t2 ∈ I with t1 ≤ t2 such that y < 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t1), y = 0 on

[t1, t2], and y > 0 on I ∩ (t2,∞), or
(j) there exists a time t1 ∈ I such that y < 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t1) and y = 0 on I ∩ [t1,∞), or
(k) there exist times t1, t2 ∈ I with t1 ≤ t2 such that y < 0 on I ∩ (−∞, t1), y = 0 on

[t1, t2], and y < 0 on I ∩ (t2,∞).

Remark B.1. If y has the extra property that if y = 0 on a nonempty open subinterval of I then
y = 0 on I, then we can guarantee in statements (d), (f), (i), (k) of statement (3) of Lemma B.1
that t1 = t2. In this paper, we will take either y = θi − θj, the relative phase difference between two
oscillators, or y = L, the L2-mismatch functional (3.16), so that this extra property is guaranteed
from the time-autonomy or the uniqueness of solutions to (3.6), respectively. This extra property also
follows from real-analyticity.

Proof. Below, we present proof for each assertion one by one.

(i) Let z : R → R be the solution to the second-order linear ordinary differential equation

(B.1) az̈ + bż + cz = 0, z(0) = 1, ż(0) = 0.

If 4ac < b2, the solution is

z(t) =
e−bt/2a

2

((
b√

b2 − 4ac
+ 1

)
exp

(√
b2 − 4ac

2a
t

)
−
(

b√
b2 − 4ac

− 1

)
exp

(
−
√
b2 − 4ac

2a
t

))
,

and does not have a zero on [0,∞). If 4ac = b2, the solution is

z(t) = e−bt/2a
(

1 +
bt

2a

)
and again does not have a zero on [0,∞). Finally, if 4ac > b2, the solution is

z(t) = e−bt/2a

(
cos

(√
4ac− b2

2a
t

)
+

b√
4ac− b2

sin

(√
4ac− b2

2a
t

))
and has its first zero on [0,∞) at t = T ∗. All in all, in any case, θ(t) > 0 for t ∈ [0, T ∗).

Next, we claim that under the constraints y(t0) > 0 and ẏ(t0) ≥ 0,

y(t) > 0 for t ∈ I ∩ [t0, t0 + T ∗].
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Define
t∗ := sup {T > 0 : y(t) > 0 ∀t ∈ I ∩ [t0, t0 + T ]} > 0,

the positivity of which follows from the continuity of y and y(t0) > 0. To prove statement (1), it is
equivalent to show t∗ = ∞ if T ∗ = ∞ and t∗ > T ∗ if T ∗ <∞. For the sake of contradiction, assume
0 < t∗ ≤ T ∗ and t∗ <∞. Then, by maximality of t∗, openness of I, and the continuity of y, we have
that [t0 − ε, t0 + t∗] ⊂ I, y(t0 + t∗) = 0 and y > 0 on (t0 − ε, t0 + t∗) for some small ε > 0, which by
assumption implies that y is C2 on (t0 − ε, t0 + t∗) and

(B.2) aÿ + bẏ + cy > 0 on (t0, t0 + t∗).

Since y(t0 + t∗) = 0 and y is positive and differentiable on (t0, t0 + t∗), we have

(B.3) lim inf
t→(t0+t∗)−

ẏ(t) ≤ 0.

On the other hand, since t∗ ≤ T ∗, we have z(t) > 0 on (0, t∗) and z(t∗) ≥ 0. Consider the following
Wronskian estimate for t ∈ (0, t∗):

d

dt

(
aebt/a (z(t)ẏ(t0 + t) − y(t0 + t)ż(t))

)
= bebt/a (z(t)ẏ(t0 + t) − y(t0 + t)ż(t)) + aebt/a (z(t)ÿ(t0 + t) − y(t0 + t)z̈(t))

= ebt/az(t)

aÿ(t0 + t) + bẏ(t0 + t) + cy(t0 + t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0 ∵(B.2)

− ebt/ay(t0 + t)

az̈(t) + bż(t) + cz(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0 ∵(B.1)


> 0.

Therefore aebt/a (z(t)ẏ(t0 + t) − y(t0 + t)ż(t)) is a strictly increasing function of t on (0, t∗), and, as
ẏ(t0) ≥ 0, z(0) = 1, and ż(0) = 0, it is nonnegative at t = 0; hence

0 ≤ ae0 (z(0)ẏ(t0) − y(t0)ż(0)) < lim inf
t→t∗−

aebt/a (z(t)ẏ(t0 + t) − y(t0 + t)ż(t)) .

But, recalling z(t∗) ≥ 0, (B.3), and y(t0 + t∗) = 0, we have

0 < lim inf
t→t∗−

(z(t)ẏ(t0 + t) − y(t0 + t)ż(t)) = z(t∗) lim inf
t→(t0+t∗)−

ẏ(t) − 0
(B.3)

≤ 0,

which gives a contradiction. This completes the proof of statement (1).

(ii) Assume 4ac ≤ b2 and assume for the sake of contradiction the existence of such t1 and t2. If we
set J = (t1, t2), we then have that y > 0 on J , so by assumption y is C2 on J . By Rolle’s theorem,
there exists a time t0 ∈ J such that ẏ(t0) = 0, while we have y(t0) > 0 since t0 ∈ J . Thus, by (1),
and T ∗ = ∞, we conclude that

y(t) > 0 for t ∈ I ∩ [t0,∞).

But t2 ∈ I ∩ [t0,∞), leading to y(t2) > 0, a contradiction. Hence, such t1 and t2 cannot exist.
Denote I≤0 := {t ∈ I : y(t) ≤ 0}, which is relatively closed in I by continuity of y. We are to

show that I≤0 is a closed subinterval of I. This amounts to proving that whenever t′1, t
′
2 ∈ I≤0 with

t′1 < t′2, we have [t′1, t
′
2] ⊂ I≤0. If this were not the case, there would be some t0 ∈ (t′1, t

′
2)\ I≤0. Since

I≤0 is relatively closed in I, the set (t′1, t
′
2) \ I≤0 is an open set containing t0, so if we define

t1 = inf{t ∈ (t′1, t0) : (t, t0] ⊂ (t′1, t
′
2) \ I≤0}, t2 = sup{t ∈ (t0, t

′
2) : [t0, t) ⊂ (t′1, t

′
2) \ I≤0},

we have
t′1 ≤ t1 < t0 < t2 ≤ t′2.

Since I≤0 is closed in I and t′1, t
′
2 ∈ I≤0, we must have t1, t2 ∈ I≤0 as well, yet (t1, t2) ⊂ (t′1, t

′
2)\ I≤0.

Equivalently, y(t1) ≤ 0 and y(t2) ≤ 0 yet y(t) > 0 for all t ∈ (t1, t2), so that y(t1) = y(t2) = 0, so
the existence of t1 and t2 with these properties contradicts the earlier part of statement (2). This
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contradiction proves that I≤0 is a closed subinterval of I.

(iii) With the additional assumption of (3) (i.e., that if y < 0 on an interval J then y is C2 on J
and aÿ + bẏ + cy < 0 on J), statement (2) for the function −y tells us that the set

I≥0 := {t ∈ I : y(t) ≥ 0}
is a closed connected subinterval of I. Therefore

I0 := {t ∈ I : y(t) = 0} = I≤0 ∩ I≥0,

being the intersection of two closed connected subintervals I≤0 and I≥0 of I, is itself a closed
connected subinterval of I. Therefore, either I0 = ∅, in which case we have cases (a) or (b), or
I0 = [t1, t2] for some t1, t2 ∈ I with t1 ≤ t2, in which case we have cases (d), (f), (i), or (k), or
I0 = I ∩ [t1,∞) for some t1 ∈ I, in which case we have cases (e) or (j), or I0 = I ∩ (−∞, t2] for some
t2 ∈ I, in which case we have cases (g) or (h), or I0 = I, in which case we have case (iii). □

Complementary to Lemma B.1, we have the following Barbalat-type lemma.

Lemma B.2 (Barbalat-type lemma). Suppose that a, b, c, T ∈ R are real numbers with c > 0, and
let y : (T,∞) → [0,∞) be a C2-function such that

(B.4) aÿ + bẏ + cy ≤ 0, t > T,

with the uniform C1 bound

(B.5) sup
t>T

(
|y(t)| + |ẏ(t)|

)
<∞.

Then, y tends to zero asymptotically:

lim
t→∞

y(t) = 0.

If we have an additional uniform a priori C2-bound:

(B.6) sup
t>T

|ÿ(t)| <∞,

then, we have

lim
t→∞

ẏ(t) = 0.

Proof. (i) We integrate (B.4) to see that for t1 > t2 > T ,

c

∫ t1

t2

y(t)dt ≤ a(ẏ(t2) − ẏ(t1)) + b(y(t2) − y(t1)),

and so, invoking the uniform bounds of (B.5) and the nonnegativity of y, the positivity of c, and
taking t1 → ∞ and t2 → T+, we have ∫ ∞

T

y(t)dt <∞.

The uniform upper bound on |ẏ| given in the second part of (B.5) tells us easily that

lim
t→∞

y(t) = 0.

(ii) Barbalat’s lemma says that if y(t) has a finite limit as t→ ∞ and if ẏ(t) is uniformly continuous
in t, then

lim
t→∞

ẏ(t) = 0.

If we assume (B.6), both of these conditions are satisfied, and so we may conclude

lim
t→∞

ẏ(t) = 0.

□
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Remark B.2. In our applications, we first find a, b, c > 0 such that Lemma B.1 applies to a certain
function y, to deduce its positivity for sufficiently large time. Then, if possible, we will find another
triple a, b, c > 0 such that Lemma B.2 is satisfied, so that we obtain y(t), ẏ(t) → 0 as t → ∞. It is
also of interest when the same differential inequality holds regardless of the sign of y.

Lemma B.3. Suppose that real numbers a, b, c, T and extended real number M satisfy

a > 0, b > 0, c > 0, 4ac ≤ b2, −∞ < T <∞, 0 < M ≤ ∞,

and let y : (T,∞) → R be a C2 function satisfying

(B.7) sup
t>T

|ẏ(t)| <∞ and aÿ(t) + bẏ(t) + cmax{−M,y(t)} ≥ 0, t > T.

Then, we have
lim inf
t→∞

y(t) ≥ 0.

Proof. We need to show that for each ε ∈ (0,M), there exists Tε > T such that

(B.8) y(t) > −ε, ∀t > Tε.

Suppose this were not the case. Note that, if t > T is a time at which y(t) > −ε, then

a
d2

dt2
(y(t) + ε) + b

d

dt
(y(t) + ε) + c(y(t) + ε) = (aÿ(t) + bẏ(t) + cy(t)) + cε

(B.7)

≥ cε > 0,

so by Lemma B.1 applied to y + ε instead of y, we have that if t∗ > T is so that y(t∗) > −ε and
ẏ(t∗) ≥ 0, then y(t) > −ε for t ≥ t∗. Since we are assuming that there is no Tε for which (B.8) holds,
it must be that ẏ < 0 whenever y > −ε.

By the assumption that there is no Tε for which (B.8) holds, there must exist a time t0 > T such
that y(t0) ≤ −ε. Since ẏ < 0 whenever y > −ε, it must be that y(t) ≤ −ε for all t ≥ t0. But then

0
(B.7)

≤ aÿ(t) + bẏ(t) + cmax{−M,y(t)} ≤ aÿ(t) + bẏ(t) − cε, t ≥ t0,

so integrating gives

cε(t− t0) ≤ a(ẏ(t) − ẏ(t0)) + b(y(t) − y(t0)) ≤ 2a sup
τ>T

|ẏ(τ)| + b(−ε− y(t0)), t ≥ t0,

which is a contradiction since the right-hand side is uniformly bounded in t yet the left-hand side
grows to infinity as t → ∞. This contradiction proves that there exists a Tε > T such that (B.8)
holds. □

We state and prove a second-order Grönwall-type inequality as follows.

Lemma B.4. Let a, c > 0, and suppose the continuous function u : [0,∞) → R satisfies

(B.9) u(t) ≤ c

∫ t

0

u(s)(1 − e−(t−s)/a)ds, t ≥ 0.

Then, we have
u(t) ≤ 0 for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. Define the function U(t) : [0,∞) → [0,∞) as

(B.10) U(t) = max

{
max
s∈[0,t]

u(s), 0

}
.

Then, it suffices to check that
U ≡ 0.

• Step A: we claim that
U(0) = 0.

It follows from (B.9) at t = 0 that

(B.11) u(0) ≤ 0.
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Then, we use (B.10) and (B.11) to see

(B.12) U(0) = max {u(0), 0} = 0.

• Step B: It follows from the definition of U that U is continuous, monotonically nondecreasing, and

(B.13) U ≥ u.

Now, we use 0 ≤ 1 − e−(t−s)/a ≤ 1, (B.9) and (B.13) to get

u(t)
(B.9)

≤ c

∫ t

0

u(s)(1 − e−(t−s)/a)ds ≤ c

∫ t

0

U(s)(1 − e−(t−s)/a)ds ≤ c

∫ t

0

U(s)ds.

For each t ≥ 0, we may find s∗ ∈ [0, t] such that

u(s∗) = max
s∈[0,t]

u(s).

By the above inequality,

max
s∈[0,t]

u(s) = u(s∗) ≤ c

∫ s∗

0

U(s)ds ≤ c

∫ t

0

U(s)ds.

On the other hand, since 0 ≤ c
∫ t
0
U(s)ds, by definition of U in (B.10), one has

U(t) ≤ c

∫ t

0

U(s)ds, t ≥ 0.

By the standard Grönwall inequality and (B.12), we have

U(t) ≤ U(0)ect = 0, hence U ≡ 0.

□

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Recall the framework (4.20):

(F1) : R0 > 0, ζ(η) ≤ (1 − δ)R0.

(F2) : δR0 ≥ λ+ (1 − λ) cos
ℓ

2
or 2λ+

(
ξ(η)

δR0

)2
1

1 − cos(ℓ/2)
≤ 1 + δR0.

(F3) : ξ(η) < sin
ℓ

2

(
λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
.

(F4) :
D(V)

κ
+ 4mκ+ 2mD(V) <

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

,

and the definitions of ζ(η) and ξ(η) in (4.17):
ζ(η) :=

m(1 − e−η)

2

[
D(Ω0) + D(V)η

]
+m2κ

(
1 − e−η

)3 [3

4
D(Ω0) + (D(V) + 2κ)η

]
,

ξ(η) := (D(V) + 2κ)m+ D(Ω0)mmax{1, η}e−max{1,η} +
D(V)

2κ
+

D(Ω0)

2κ

e−η

1 − e−η
.

Define

ζ̃(η) :=
1 − e−η

2
(yz + ηxy) + (1 − e−η)3y2(

3

4
z + ηx+ 2η)

and

ξ̃(η) = y(x+ 2) + max{1, η}e−max{1,η}yz +
x

2
+

e−η

1 − e−η
z

2
.

Then, we have

ζ(η) ≤ ζ̃(η)|R0|2, and ξ(η) ≤ ξ̃(η)|R0|2.
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So the given condition

inf
η>0

(1 − e−η)y

(
1

2
(z + ηx) + (1 − e−η)2y(

3

4
z + ηx+ 2η)

)
+

√
1

0.3259

(
y(x+ 2) + max{1, η}e−max{1,η}yz +

x

2
+

e−η

1 − e−η
z

2

)
< 1

is equivalent to the existence of an η > 0 such that

ζ̃(η) +

√
ξ̃(η)

0.3259
≤ 1.

Now, we choose some δ ∈ (0, 1) such that

ζ̃(η) ≤ 1 − δ and ξ̃(η) ≤ 0.3259δ2.

Finally, we set

λ =

{
0.5 + 35

94δR
0, 0 < δR0 ≤ 0.94,

2.5δR0 − 1.5, 0.94 < δR0 ≤ 1,
ℓ =

{
2 cos−1(1 − 20

47δR
0), 0 < δR0 ≤ 0.94,

2 cos−1 0.6, 0.94 < δR0 ≤ 1.

By Theorem 4.1, it is enough to show that this choice of free parameters η, δ, λ, ℓ satisfy the framework
(F) in (4.20). Condition (4.20)-(F1) is satisfied since

ζ(η) ≤ ζ̃(η)R0 ≤ (1 − δ)R0.

For the other conditions, we need the following lemma.

Lemma C.1. The above choice of λ and ℓ obey the following estimates.

(1) If 0.94 < δR0 ≤ 1, then

δR0 = λ+ (1 − λ) cos
ℓ

2
.

Otherwise, if 0 < δR0 ≤ 0.94, then

(δR0)
√

1 − cos(ℓ/2)
√

1 + δR0 − 2λ ≥ 0.3296(δR0)2.

(2)

sin
ℓ

2

(
λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
> 0.3259(δR0)2.

(3)

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

≥ 0.729(δR0)2.

Proof. The proof will be given at Step B in the sequel. □

Now, we are ready to provide a proof of Theorem 1.1 in two steps.

• Step A (Lemma C.1 implies the proof of Theorem 1.1): Suppose Lemma C.1 holds. Then, we note
that

ξ(η) ≤ ξ̃(η)|R0|2 ≤ 0.3259(δR0)2 < 0.3296(δR0)2.

Thus, statement (1) of Lemma C.1 tells us that condition (F2) is satisfied, and statement (2) of
Lemma C.1 tells us that condition (F3) is satisfied. Finally, by statement (3) of Lemma C.1,

D(V)

κ
+ 4mκ+ 2mD(V) < 2ξ(η) < 2 · 0.3259(δR0)2 < 0.729(δR0)2 ≤ (2λ− 1)3/2√

2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

.

To recapitulate, we have shown, assuming Lemma C.1, that the conditions of Theorem 1.1 implies
the existence of parameters η, δ, λ, ℓ that satisfy framework (4.20), so that the results of Theorem
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4.1 apply. This proves asymptotic phase-locking and well-ordering of a majority cluster, as claimed
in Theorem 1.1.

• Step B (Verification of Lemma C.1): In the sequel, we verify three assertions one by one.

⋄ Case A (Verification of the first assertion): If 0.94 < δR0 ≤ 1, then

λ+ (1 − λ) cos
ℓ

2
= 0.6 + 0.4λ = δR0.

If 0 < δR0 ≤ 0.94, then√
1 − cos(ℓ/2)

√
1 + δR0 − 2λ =

√
20

47
δR0

√
24

94
δR0 =

4
√

15

47
δR0 > 0.32961560(δR0).

⋄ Case B (Verification of the second assertion): If 0 < δR0 ≤ 0.94, then

sin
ℓ

2

(
λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
=

√
1 − cos

ℓ

2

√
1 + cos

ℓ

2

(
λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
=

√
20

47
δR0

√
2 − 20

47
δR0

(
25

47
δR0 − 350

472
(δR0)2

)
=

√
20

47

√
2 − 20

47
δR0

(
25

47
√
δR0

− 350

472

√
δR0

)
· (δR0)2

≥
√

20

47

√
2 − 20

47
(0.94)

(
25

47
√

0.94
− 350

472

√
0.94

)
· (δR0)2

=
720

472
(δR0)2 > 0.32593933(δR0)2.

If 0.94 < δR0 ≤ 1, then

sin
ℓ

2

(
λ cos

ℓ

2
− (1 − λ)

)
= 0.8(4δR0 − 3.4) = 0.8

(
4

δR0
− 3.4

(δR0)2

)
(δR0)2,

but since the derivative of x 7→ 4
x − 3.4

x2 is x 7→ 6.8−4x
x3 and is positive on the interval (0, 1), we have

that

0.8

(
4

δR0
− 3.4

(δR0)2

)
≥ 0.8

(
4

0.94
− 3.4

0.942

)
≥ 720

472
.

⋄ Case C (Verification of the third assertion):: If 0 < δR0 ≤ 0.94, we observe that the function
defined on (1

2 , 1] by

λ 7→ 1√
2λ

√
2λ− 1

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

has negative logarithmic derivative on ( 1
2 , 1):

− 1

2 − λ
− 1

2λ
− 1

2λ− 1
+

− 1
2
√
2λ

+ 1√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

< − 1

2 − 0.5
− 1

2
− 1 +

− 1
2
√
2

+ 1

1/2 + 0
= −1

6
− 1√

2
< 0.

Thus, the above function is decreasing on ( 1
2 , 1]. Since 0 < δR0 ≤ 0.94, by definition we have

(C.1) 0.5 < λ ≤ 0.85.
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Then, we use (C.1) to find

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

=
1√

2λ
√

2λ− 1

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

(2λ− 1)2

≥ 1√
1.7

√
0.7

1.15√
0.425 + 0.15

352

472
(δR0)2 ≥ 0.7290(δR0)2.

If 0.94 < δR0 ≤ 1, the function defined on ( 1
2 , 1] by

λ 7→ (2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ(1.5 + λ)2

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

has positive logarithmic derivative on ( 1
2 , 1):

3

2λ− 1
− 1

2 − λ
− 1

2λ
− 2

λ+ 1.5
+

− 1
2
√
2λ

+ 1√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

> 3 − 1 − 1 − 1 +
−0.5 + 1√
1/2 + 0.5

=
1

1 +
√

2
> 0.

So the above function is increasing on ( 1
2 , 1]. Since 0.94 < δR0 ≤ 1, we have 0.85 < λ ≤ 1 and

(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

=
(2λ− 1)3/2√
2λ(1.5 + λ)2

2 − λ√
λ/2 + (1 − λ)

(1.5 + λ)2

≥ 0.73/2√
1.7 · 2.352

1.15√
0.425 + 0.15

2.52(δR0)2 ≥ 0.7290(δR0)2.

Remark C.1. There is a tradeoff between η and the possible ranges of D(V)
κ , mκ, and D(Ω0)

κ : the

larger η is, the larger we may take D(Ω0)
κ but the smaller we are forced to take D(V)

κ and mκ, and
vice versa.

Appendix D. Asymptotic phase-locking versus finiteness of collisions

In this appendix, we elaborate on statement (2) of Remark 4.1. More precisely, we define collisions
and show that their finiteness is equivalent to asymptotic phase-locking in the small inertia regime
mκ ≤ 1

4 . Let Θ(t) be a global solution to (1.1). We begin with the simple observation that for all
i, j ∈ [N ], since θi(t) and θj(t) are analytic in t with uniformly bounded derivative, the countable
union of zero sets given by {t ≥ 0 : θi(t) ≡ θj(t) mod 2π} is either a discrete subset of [0,∞) or the
entire interval [0,∞). The latter case necessitates that νi = νj , θ

0
i ≡ θ0j mod 2π, and ω0

i = ω0
j , so

the ith and jth oscillators were indistinguishable in the first place. Next, we first recall the concept
of collisions in the following definition.

Definition D.1. Let Θ(t) be a solution to (1.1).

(1) θi and θj collide at time t0 ≥ 0 if and only if t0 is an isolated point of the set {t ≥ 0 :
θi(t) ≡ θj(t) mod 2π}; by the previous paragraph, this is equivalent to requiring that (νi, θ

0
i

mod 2π, ω0
i ) ̸= (νj , θ

0
j mod 2π, ω0

j ) as elements of R× (R/2πZ) ×R, while θi(t0) = θj(t0).

(2) Θ(t) exhibits finite collision if for every pair of oscillators θi(t) and θj(t), there are only
finitely many times at which they collide.

It turns out that finiteness of collisions implies asymptotic phase-locking, and the converse holds
under some additional conditions; see the following theorem for the precise statement. A weaker
version of this theorem was stated and proven in [18, Theorem 3.1].

Theorem D.1. Let Θ(t) be a solution to (1.1).

(1) If Θ(t) exhibits finiteness of collisions, then Θ(t) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking.

(2) Suppose that Θ(t) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking. Then, for i, j ∈ [N ], θi and θj can
collide infinitely many times only if
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(a) νi = νj,
(b) limt→∞(θi(t) − θj(t)) ∈ 2πZ,
(c) mκ > 1

4 , and

(d) mκ limt→∞
1
N

∑N
l=1 cos(θl(t) − (θi(t) + θj(t))/2) ≥ 1

4 .
In particular, if either
(a) νi ̸= νj for all i, j ∈ [N ] with i ̸= j, or
(b) limt→∞(θi(t) − θj(t)) /∈ 2πZ whenever i, j ∈ [N ] with i ̸= j and νi = νj, or
(c) mκ ≤ 1

4 , or

(d) mκ limt→∞
1
N

∑N
l=1 cos(θl(t) − θi(t)) <

1
4 whenever i, j ∈ [N ] with i ̸= j, νi = νj, and

limt→∞(θi(t) − θj(t)) ∈ 2πZ,
then Θ(t) must exhibit finiteness of collisions.

Proof. (i) For each i, j ∈ [N ], either (νi, θ
0
i mod 2π, ω0

i ) = (νj , θ
0
j mod 2π, ω0

j ), in which case θi−θj
is constant in t, or (νi, θ

0
i mod 2π, ω0

i ) ̸= (νj , θ
0
j mod 2π, ω0

j ), in which case the set {t ≥ 0 : θi(t) ≡
θj(t) mod 2π} is finite and hence upper bounded. This implies the existence of an integer k ∈ Z
such that

2kπ < θi(t) − θj(t) < 2(k + 1)π for sufficiently large t

and a fortiori the boundedness of θi− θj in t. Since this is true for all pairs i, j ∈ [N ], it follows that

sup
t≥0

D(Θ(t)) <∞.

Hence the first statement of Remark 4.1, Θ(t) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking.

(ii) Suppose that Θ(t) exhibits asymptotic phase-locking. Suppose that for some i, j ∈ [N ], the
oscillators θi and θj collide infinitely many times. Then the set {t ≥ 0 : θi(t) ≡ θj(t) mod 2π} is
infinite discrete and hence unbounded; because limt→∞ (θi(t) − θj(t)) exists by assumption, it must
equal 2kπ for some k ∈ Z; let k = 0 by harmlessly replacing θi by θi − 2kπ. By Proposition 4.1, we
also have limt→∞ D(Ω(t)) = 0. By Invoking the Duhamel principle (3.7), we have

ωi(t) − ωj(t) = (ω0
i − ω0

j )e−t/m + (νi − νj)(1 − e−t/m)

+
κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m (sin(θl(s) − θi(s)) − sin(θl(s) − θj(s))) ds.
(D.1)

Then we use the mean-value theorem and | cos(·)| ≤ 1 to bound the last term of the right-hand side
of (D.1) by ∣∣∣∣∣ κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m (sin(θl(s) − θi(s)) − sin(θl(s) − θj(s))) ds

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m |θi(s) − θj(s)| ds.

Since θi(s) − θj(s) → 0 as s → ∞, it follows that the last term of (D.1) converges to 0 as t → ∞.
Therefore, we take the limit as t→ ∞ in (D.1) to get

0 = 0 + (νi − νj) + 0.

Hence, we have ’

νi = νj .

We take a large enough time T > 0 such that

θi(t) − θj(t) ∈
(
−π

4
,
π

4

)
for t ≥ T .



ASYMPTOTIC PHASE-LOCKING IN THE INERTIAL KURAMOTO MODEL 75

It follows from (1.1) that

(D.2) m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + (θ̇i − θ̇j) = −2 sin

(
θj − θi

2

)
· κ
N

N∑
l=1

cos

(
θl −

θi + θj
2

)
.

Since

1

N

N∑
l=1

cos(θl − (θi + θj)/2) ≤ 1,

we have, on [T,∞),

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + (θ̇i − θ̇j) + κ(θi − θj) > 0 whenever θi − θj > 0.

Similarly, on [T,∞), we have

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + (θ̇i − θ̇j) + κ(θi − θj) < 0 whenever θi − θj < 0.

If it were true that mκ ≤ 1
4 , then the hypotheses of third statement of Lemma B.1 are satisfied with

a = m, b = 1, c = κ, I = [T,∞), y = θi − θj ,

and the third statement of Lemma B.1 contradicts the existence of two distinct collision times after
time T . Therefore we have

mκ >
1

4
.

If it were true that

mκ lim
t→∞

1

N

N∑
l=1

cos(θl(t) − θi(t)) <
1

4
,

then, since θi(t) − θj(t) → 0 as t→ ∞, we would have

mκ lim
t→∞

1

N

N∑
l=1

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
<

1

4
,

and there would be a time T ′ > T such that

κ

N

N∑
l=1

cos

(
θl(t) −

θi(t) + θj(t)

2

)
≤ 1

4m
, ∀ t ≥ T ′.

Thus, it follows from (D.2) that on the interval [T ′,∞), we have

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + (θ̇i − θ̇j) +
1

4m
(θi − θj) > 0, whenever θi − θj > 0,

and

m(θ̈i − θ̈j) + (θ̇i − θ̇j) +
1

4m
(θi − θj) < 0, whenever θi − θj < 0,

so the hypotheses of Lemma B.1 (3) are satisfied with a = m, b = 1, c = 1
4m , I = [T ′,∞), and

y = θi − θj , and Lemma B.1 (3) contradicts the existence of two distinct collision times after time
T ′. Therefore

mκ lim
t→∞

1

N

N∑
l=1

cos(θl(t) − θi(t)) ≥
1

4
.

□

Theorem D.1, in conjunction with Theorem 5.1, can be used to prove Theorem 1.2.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2. Recall that we are given N = 3 and parameters that satisfy

ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0,∞) = mD(V) + 2mκ+
D(V)

2κ
<

1

8

√
1

6
(69 − 11

√
33),

and that Θ is a solution to (1.1). We are to show that Θ exhibits asymptotic phase-locking. By
Theorem D.1(1), it is enough to show that Θ exhibits finiteness of collisions. Suppose for the sake
of contradiction that Θ does not exhibit finiteness of collisions, i.e., a pair of oscillators, say θ1 and
θ2, collide infinitely often. Since the collision times are discrete, the collision times between θ1 and
θ2 are unbounded.

Now, we invoke Theorem 5.1 with λ = 2
3 and ℓ = 2 cos−1 1+

√
33

8 (this is the argument maximum
of fλ). We then have that

2ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0,∞) <
1

4

√
1

6
(69 − 11

√
33) = fλ(ℓ).

By continuity, we may choose η > 0 large enough so that

2ξ(m,κ,V,Ω0, η) < fλ(ℓ).

Since the collision times of θ1 and θ2 are unbounded, there is a collision time t1 ≥ ηm. Take
A = {1, 2}. Then, up to modulo 2π translations, the hypotheses of Theorem 5.1 are satisfied, since
D({θ1(t1), θ2(t1)}) = 0 < ℓ. The extra hypothesis (5.7) is also satisfied with B = {1, 2, 3}. Therefore
by statement (3) of Theorem 5.1, Θ exhibits asymptotic phase-locking. But, since mκ < 1

4 , it follows
from Theorem D.1(2) that Θ must exhibit finiteness of collisions, a contradiction. This contradiction
completes the proof. □

Appendix E. The proof of Proposition 3.2

We begin by noting that since

(E.1)
√

1 + 8mκ > 1,
−1 +

√
1 + 8mκ

2m
< 2κ, and 1 − e−t/m < 1,

in order to show (3.1) it is enough to show the stronger statement

∥(Θ(m, t) − Θ(0, t))∥∞ ≤ m

∣∣∣∣maxi(ω
0
i − νi) + mini(ω

0
i − νi)

2

∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m)

+
m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)

2
√

1 + 8mκ
e−t/2m

(
e

√
1+8mκ
2m t − e−

√
1+8mκ
2m t

)
,

(E.2)

and in order to show (3.2) it is enough to show the stronger statement

D(Θ(m, t) − Θ(0, t)) ≤ m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)√
1 + 8mκ

e−t/2m
(
e

√
1+8mκ
2m t − e−

√
1+8mκ
2m t

)
.(E.3)

Also, in order to show (3.3), it is enough to show the stronger statement

∥(Θ̇(m, t) − Θ̇(0, t))∥∞ ≤ (∥Ω0 − V∥∞ + κ)e−t/m +mκ(D(V) + 2κ)(1 − e−t/m)

+
2mκ(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)√
1 + 8mκ(1 +

√
1 + 8mκ)

(
e

−1+
√

1+8mκ
2m t − 1

)
,

(E.4)

and in order to show (3.4) it is enough to show the stronger statement

D(Θ̇(m, t) − Θ̇(0, t)) ≤ (D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)e−t/m + 2mκ(D(V) + 2κ)(1 − e−t/m)

+
4mκ(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)√
1 + 8mκ(1 +

√
1 + 8mκ)

e
−1+

√
1+8mκ

2m t.
(E.5)

Inequalities (3.1), (3.2), (3.3), and (3.4) were written in that way to better visualize the conver-
gence as m→ 0. Not much was lost in this simplification since the approximation of (E.1) is sharp
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up to zeroth order in the limit m→ 0. We now prove each statement in order.

E.1. Proof of the first statement. We must prove (E.2) and (E.3). We derive the Duhamel
principle (3.7) to see that for i ∈ [N ] and t ≥ 0,

θi(m, t) − θ0i =

∫ t

0

ωi(m, s)ds

(3.7)
=

∫ t

0

[
ω0
i e

−s/m + νi(1 − e−s/m) +
κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ s

0

e−(s−τ)/m sin(θl(m, τ) − θi(m, τ))dτ

]
ds

= mω0
i (1 − e−t/m) + νi(t−m+me−t/m)

+
κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

sin(θl(m, s) − θi(m, s))(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds,

(E.6)

where in the final equality we used Fubini’s theorem. On the other hand, integrating the first-order
ODE of (2.1) directly gives

(E.7) θi(0, t) − θ0i =

∫ t

0

ωi(0, s)ds = νit+
κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s))ds, i ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0.

We subtract (E.7) from (E.6) that for i ∈ [N ] and t ≥ 0,

θi(m, t) − θi(0, t) = m(ω0
i − νi)(1 − e−t/m)

+
κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

(sin(θl(m, s) − θi(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s)))(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds

− κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s))e
−(t−s)/mds.

(E.8)

Again, we subtract (E.8) for j ∈ [N ] from (E.8) for i ∈ [N ] to derive

θi(m, t) − θj(m, t) − θi(0, t) + θj(0, t)

= m(ω0
i − ω0

j − νi + νj)(1 − e−t/m)

+
κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

(sin(θl(m, s) − θi(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s)))(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds

− κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

(sin(θl(m, s) − θj(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θj(0, s)))(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds

− κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s))e
−(t−s)/mds

+
κ

N

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

sin(θl(0, s) − θj(0, s))e
−(t−s)/mds.

Now, we use

∥ sin(θl(m, s) − θi(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s))∥ ≤ D(Θ(m, s) − Θ(0, s))

and

| sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s))| ≤ 1
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to find that for i, j ∈ [N ] and t ≥ 0,

|θi(m, t) − θj(m, t) − θi(0, t) + θj(0, t)|

≤ m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)(1 − e−t/m) + 2κ

∫ t

0

D(Θ(m, s) − Θ(0, s))(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds.

We take the maximum the above relation over all i, j ∈ [N ] to find

D(Θ(m, t) − Θ(0, t))

≤ m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)(1 − e−t/m) + 2κ

∫ t

0

D(Θ(m, s) − Θ(0, s))(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds.

We claim that this implies (E.3). Indeed, denoting the right-hand side of (E.3) by

v(t) :=
m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)√

1 + 8mκ
e−t/2m

(
e

√
1+8mκ
2m t − e−

√
1+8mκ
2m t

)
, t ≥ 0,

one may calculate that this satisfies

(E.9) v(t) = m(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)(1 − e−t/m) + 2κ

∫ t

0

v(s)(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds.

Therefore, we set

u(t) := D(Θ(m, t) − Θ(0, t)) − v(t), t ≥ 0

to find

u(t) ≤ 2κ

∫ t

0

u(s)(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds.

By Lemma B.4, we have u(t) ≤ 0 and

(E.10) D(Θ(m, t) − Θ(0, t)) ≤ v(t), t ≥ 0.

This is equivalent to (E.3). We note from (E.8) that

|θi(m, t) − θi(0, t)|

≤ m|ω0
i − νi|(1 − e−t/m) + κ

∫ t

0

D(Θ(m, s) − Θ(0, s))(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds+ κ

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/mds

(E.10)

≤ m(∥Ω0 − V∥∞ + κ)(1 − e−t/m) + κ

∫ t

0

v(s)(1 − e−(t−s)/m)ds

(E.9)
= m(∥Ω0 − V∥∞ + κ)(1 − e−t/m) −m(

1

2
D(Ω0 − V) + κ)(1 − e−t/m) +

1

2
v(t)

(1.6)
= m

∣∣∣∣∣maxj(ω
0
j − νj) + minj(ω

0
j − νj)

2

∣∣∣∣∣ (1 − e−t/m) +
1

2
v(t), i ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0.

This gives (E.2).

E.2. Proof of the second statement. Below, we are ready to prove (E.4) and (E.5).

• Case A (Verification of (E.4)): First, we note that

|θ̇i(0, t) − θ̇j(0, t)| =

∣∣∣∣∣νi − νj +
κ

N

N∑
l=1

(sin(θl(0, t) − θi(0, t)) − sin(θl(0, t) − θj(0, t)))

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ D(V) + 2κ, i, j ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0.

(E.11)
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Next, we differentiate the ODE of (2.1) to see

|θ̈i(0, t)| =

∣∣∣∣∣ κN
N∑
l=1

cos(θl(0, t) − θi(0, t))(θ̇j(0, t) − θ̇i(0, t))

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ κ max
j∈[N ]

|θ̇j(0, t) − θ̇i(0, t)|

≤ κ(D(V) + 2κ), i ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0.

(E.12)

It follows from (1.1) and (2.1) that

m(θ̈i(m, t) − θ̈i(0, t)) + (θ̇i(m, t) − θ̇i(0, t))

=
κ

N

N∑
l=1

(sin(θl(m, t) − θi(m, t)) − sin(θl(0, t) − θi(0, t))) −mθ̈i(0, t).

By invoking Duhamel’s principle as in (3.7) and its two preceding equations, we obtain

θ̇i(m, t) − θ̇i(0, t)

= (ω0
i − θ̇i(0, 0))e−t/m

+
κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(sin(θl(m, s) − θi(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s)))ds

+
1

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(−mθ̈i(0, s))ds

=: I11e−t/m + I12 + I13, i ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0.

(E.13)

Next, we estimate I|1i, i = 1, 2, 3 as follows:

⋄ Case A.1 (Estimate of I11): By direct calculation, we have

(E.14) |ω0
i − θ̇i(0, 0)| =

∣∣∣∣∣ω0
i − νi −

κ

N

N∑
l=1

sin(θ0l − θ0i )

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥Ω0 − V∥∞ + κ.

⋄ Case A.2 (Estimate of I12): Note t hat

κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(sin(θl(m, s) − θi(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s)))ds

≤ κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/mD(Θ(m, s) − Θ(0, s))ds

(E.3)

≤ κ

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/mm(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)√
1 + 8mκ

e
−1+

√
1+8mκ

2m sds

≤ 2mκ(D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ)√
1 + 8mκ(1 +

√
1 + 8mκ)

(
e

−1+
√

1+8mκ
2m t − e−t/m

)
,

(E.15)

⋄ Case A.3 (Estimate of I13): Note that∣∣∣∣ 1

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(−mθ̈i(0, s))ds
∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m|θ̈i(0, s))|ds

(E.12)

≤ κ(D(V) + 2κ)

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/mds = mκ(D(V) + 2κ)(1 − e−t/m).

(E.16)

Finally, we substitute (E.14), (E.15), and (E.16) into (E.13) to find (E.4).
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• Case B (Verification of (E.5)): Given i, j ∈ [N ], we subtract (E.13) for j from (E.13) for i to derive

θ̇i(m, t) − θ̇i(0, t) − θ̇j(m, t) + θ̇j(0, t)

= (ω0
i − ω0

j − θ̇i(0, 0) + θ̇j(0, 0))e−t/m

+
κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(sin(θl(m, s) − θi(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θi(0, s)))ds

− κ

Nm

N∑
l=1

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(sin(θl(m, s) − θj(m, s)) − sin(θl(0, s) − θj(0, s)))ds

+
1

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/m(−mθ̈i(0, s))ds+
1

m

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)/mmθ̈j(0, s)ds

= I21e−t/m + I22 + I23 + I24.

(E.17)

We estimate the first term I21 as

|ω0
i − ω0

j − θ̇i(0, 0) + θ̇j(0, 0)|

=

∣∣∣∣∣ω0
i − ω0

j − νi + νj −
κ

N

N∑
l=1

sin(θ0l − θ0i ) +
κ

N

N∑
l=1

sin(θ0l − θ0j )

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ D(Ω0 − V) + 2κ.

(E.18)

For other estimates I2ℓ, ℓ = 2, 3, 4, we substitute inequalities (E.18), (E.15) for i, (E.15) for j, (E.16)
for i, and (E.16) for j into (E.17) to derive the desired estimate (E.5).

E.3. Proof of the third statement. We begin with a simple lemma, which will be useful in
applying Faa di Bruno’s formula.

Lemma E.1. For n ∈ N and α ∈ R, the following identity holds:∑
m1,...,mn∈Z≥0∑n

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=n

n∏
l=1

αml

ml!lml
=

(
n+ α− 1

n

)
,

where (
n+ α− 1

n

)
=
α(α+ 1) · · · (α+ n− 1)

n!
.

Proof. For a real-analytic function f : I → R defined in a neighborhood I of 0, we denote by f(x)[xn]
the coefficient of xn in the power series expansion of f at x = 0. Then, we have(

n+ α− 1

n

)
=

(
1

1 − x

)α
[xn] = exp (−α log(1 − x)) [xn]

= exp

(
αx+

αx2

2
+ · · · +

αxn

n
+ · · ·

)
[xn]

= exp

(
αx+

αx2

2
+ · · · +

αxn

n

)
[xn]

=

(
exp (αx) exp

(
αx2

2

)
· · · exp

(
αxn

n

))
[xn]

=

∑
m1≥0

αm1xm1

m1!

∑
m2≥0

αm2x2m2

m2!2m2

 · · ·

 ∑
mn≥0

αmnxnmn

mn!nmn

 [xn]
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=
∑

m1,...,mn∈Z≥0∑n
ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=n

n∏
l=1

αml

ml!lml
.

□

Remark E.1. Note that for α = 1 and α = 2, we have∑
m1,...,mn∈Z≥0∑n

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=n

n∏
l=1

1

ml!lml
= 1,

∑
m1,...,mn∈Z≥0∑n

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=n

n∏
l=1

2ml

ml!lml
= n+ 1.

To obtain the convergence statements, we will need bounds on the n-th time derivatives of θi(m, t)
and θi(0, t). We first have the following.

Lemma E.2. For each integer n > 1, i ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0, the following relations hold.

(i) |θ(n)i (0, t)| ≤ κ(n− 1)!(D(V) + 2κ)n−1.

(ii) |θ(n)i (0, t) − θ
(n)
j (0, t)| ≤ (n− 1)!(D(V) + 2κ)n.

(E.19)

Proof. We use the induction for the verification of the relations (E.19).

• Step A (Initial step with n = 1, 2): The case n = 1 for (E.19)2 is true by (E.11). For each n > 1,
the statement (E.19)1 implies (E.19)2, since

|θ(n)i (0, t) − θ
(n)
j (0, t)| ≤ 2κ(n− 1)!(D(V) + 2κ)n−1 < (n− 1)!(D(V) + 2κ)n.

Also, the case n = 2 for (E.19)1 is true by (E.12). Hence the case n = 2 for (E.19)2 is also true.

• Step B (Inductive step): Suppose (E.19)1 is true for all 2 ≤ n ≤ k, and (E.19)2 is true for all
1 ≤ n ≤ k, where k ≥ 2 is an integer. Now, differentiating (2.1) k times, we obtain by Faa di Bruno’s
formula [40] that

θ
(k+1)
i (0, t) =

κ

N

N∑
j=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑n

l=1ml)(θj(0, t)−θi(0, t))
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
j (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)

l!

)ml

,

and using | sin(
∑

lml) | ≤ 1 and (E.19)2, we have

|θ(k+1)
i (0, t)| ≤ k!κ

N

N∑
j=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
|θ(l)j (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)|

l!

)ml

(E.19)2
≤ k!κ

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
(D(V) + 2κ)l

l

)ml

= k!κ(D(V) + 2κ)k
∑

m1,...,mk∈Z≥0∑k
ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k∏
l=1

1

ml!lml

Lemma E.1
= k!κ(D(V) + 2κ)k,

closing the induction. □
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Lemma E.3. For m > 0, i, j ∈ [N ], and each integer n ≥ 1, we have

(i) |θ(n)i (m, 0) − θ
(n)
j (m, 0)| ≤ 2(n− 1)!

(
κ+

D(Ω0) + D(V)

2
+

9

16m

)n
.

(ii) |θ(n)i (m, 0)| ≤ (n− 1)!

(
κ+ ∥Ω0∥∞ + ∥V∥∞ +

9

16m

)n
.

(E.20)

Proof. We verify the assertions in (E.20) using induction.

(i) We set

x =
1

mκ
, y =

D(Ω0) + D(V)

κ
, λ = 1 +

9

16
x+

1

2
y.

Then (E.20)1 is equivalent to

(E.21) |θ(n)i (m, 0) − θ
(n)
j (m, 0)| ≤ 2(n− 1)!λnκn, n ≥ 1.

• Step A.1 (Initial step (n = 1, 2)): For the case n = 1, it follows from the initial condition that

|θ̇i(m, 0) − θ̇j(m, 0)| = |ω0
i − ω0

j | ≤ D(Ω0) ≤ κy ≤ 2λκ.

For the case n = 2, we use ODE of (1.1) to see

mθ̈i(m, 0) −mθ̈j(m, 0) = −ω0
i + ω0

j + νi − νj +
κ

N

N∑
l=1

(
sin(θ0l − θ0i ) − sin(θ0l − θ0j )

)
.

This implies

|θ̈i(m, 0) − θ̈j(m, 0)| ≤ 1

m

(
2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V)

)
= 2κ2x(1 +

y

2
) ≤ 2λ2κ2.

• Step A.2 (inductive step): By induction, we assume that (E.21) is true for 1 ≤ n ≤ k + 1 and
k ≥ 1. We differentiate (1.1) k times to obtain by Faa di Bruno’s formula:

mθ
(k+2)
i (m, 0) −mθ

(k+2)
j (m, 0) + θ

(k+1)
i (m, 0) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, 0)

=
κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, 0) − θi(m, 0))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, 0) − θ

(l)
i (m, 0)

l!

)ml

− κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, 0) − θj(m, 0))
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, 0) − θ

(l)
j (m, 0)

l!

)ml

.

(E.22)

Now, we estimate using the induction hypothesis (E.21) and
∑k
l=1 lml = k to find

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
|θ(l)p (m, 0) − θ

(l)
i (m, 0)|

l!

)ml

≤
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
2λlκl

l

)ml

= λkκk
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

2ml

lml
.

Likewise, we have

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
|θ(l)p (m, 0) − θ

(l)
j (m, 0)|

l!

)ml

≤ λkκk
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

2ml

lml
.

Putting this back into (E.22), along with the induction hypothesis (E.21) for k+1 and | sin(
∑

lml)(·) | ≤
1, we have

|θ(k+2)
i (m, 0) − θ

(k+2)
j (m, 0)|
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≤ 1

m
|θ(k+1)
i (m, 0) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, 0)| +

2k!κ

mN

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

λkκk
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

2ml

lml

Lemma E.1
≤ 2

m
k!λk+1κk+1 +

2

m
(k + 1)!λkκk+1 = 2k!xλk+1κk+2 + 2(k + 1)!xλkκk+2

= 2(k + 1)!xλkκk+2(
λ

k + 1
+ 1) ≤ 2(k + 1)!λkκk+2x(

λ

2
+ 1)

≤ 2(k + 1)!λk+2κk+2,

where in the last inequality we used

x(
λ

2
+ 1) = x(

3

2
+

9x

32
+
y

4
) =

3x

2
+
xy

4
+

9x2

32
≤ 3x

2
+
xy

4
+

9x2

32
+ (1 − 3x

16
)2

≤ 1 +
9x

8
+ y +

81x2

256
+

9xy

16
+
y2

4
= (1 +

9x

16
+
y

2
)2 = λ2.

This closes the induction and completes the proof of (E.21) and equivalently (E.20)1.

(ii) Again, we verify (E.20)2 by induction. For this, we set

ỹ :=
2∥Ω0∥∞ + 2∥V∥∞

κ
≥ y, λ̃ = 1 +

9

16
x+

1

2
ỹ ≥ λ,

where the inequality follows from D(A) ≤ 2∥A∥∞.

Then (E.20)2 is equivalent to

(E.23) |θ(n)i (m, 0) − θ
(n)
j (m, 0)| ≤ (n− 1)!λ̃nκn, n ≥ 1.

• Step B.1 (Initial step (n = 1, 2)): For the case n = 1, it follows from the initial condition that

|θ̇i(m, 0)| = |ω0
i | ≤ ∥Ω0∥∞ ≤ 1

2
κỹ ≤ λ̃κ.

For the case n = 2, we use ODE of (1.1) to find

mθ̈i(m, 0) = −ω0
i + νi +

κ

N

N∑
l=1

sin(θl(m, 0) − θi(m, 0)).

This yields

|θ̈i(m, 0)| ≤ 1

m

(
κ+ ∥Ω0∥∞ + ∥V∥∞)

)
= κ2x

(
1 +

ỹ

2

)
≤ λ̃2κ2.

• Step B.2 (Inductive step: By induction, assume (E.23) is true for 1 ≤ n ≤ k + 1 and k ≥ 1. We
differentiate (1.1) k times to obtain by Faa di Bruno’s formula:

mθ
(k+2)
i (m, 0) + θ

(k+1)
i (m, 0)

=
κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, 0) − θi(m, 0))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, 0) − θ

(l)
i (m, 0)

l!

)ml

.
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Then, we use this and (E.23) to close the induction:

|θ(k+2)
i (m, 0)| ≤ 1

m
|θ(k+1)
i (m, 0)| +

k!κ

mN

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

λ̃kκk
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

2ml

lml

Lemma E.1
≤ 1

m
k!λ̃k+1κk+1 +

1

m
(k + 1)!λ̃kκk+1 = k!xλ̃k+1κk+2 + (k + 1)!xλ̃kκk+2

= (k + 1)!xλ̃kκk+2
( λ̃

k + 1
+ 1
)
≤ (k + 1)!λ̃kκk+2x

( λ̃
2

+ 1
)

≤ (k + 1)!λ̃k+2κk+2.

□

Remark E.2. In the sequel, we give several comments on the results of Lemma (E.3).

(1) A slight inspection of the proof reveals that we have the following stronger estimate with
better dependency on m:

|θ(n)i (m, 0) − θ
(n)
j (m, 0)|

≤ 2(n− 1)!

(
κ+

D(Ω0) + D(V)

2

)(
D(Ω0) + D(V)

2
+

1

m

)(
κ+

D(Ω0) + D(V)

2
+

9

16m

)n−2

.

Indeed, we define

µ =
(1 + y

2 )(x+ y
2 )

(1 + 9
16x+ y

2 )2
=
x+ y

2 + xy
2 + y2

4

(1 + 9
16x+ y

2 )2
< 1,

and set the induction hypothesis:

|θ(n)i (m, 0) − θ
(n)
j (m, 0)| ≤ 2(n− 1)!µλnκn.

One may verify this for n = 1 and n = 2. In Induction step, the only material modification

is in the following estimate using
∑k
l=1ml ≥ 1:

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
|θ(l)p (m, 0) − θ

(l)
i (m, 0)|

l!

)ml

≤
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
2µλlκl

l

)ml

≤ µλkκk
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

2ml

lml
.

However, this estimate is also quite not sharp, since we are throwing away potentially very
high powers of µ. The estimates in the last two Lemmas are not intended to be optimal.

(2) A similar argument can be made to show that for all t ≥ 0,

|θ(n)i (m, t) − θ
(n)
j (m, t)| ≤ 2(n− 1)!

(
κ+

D(Ω0) + D(V)

2
+

1

m

)n
.

The proof proceeds the same, but with the weaker base case for n = 1. Again, with the µ-trick,
one may obtain the stronger bound

|θ(n)i (m, t) − θ
(n)
j (m, t)|

≤ 2(n− 1)!

(
κ+

D(Ω0) + D(V)

2

)(
κ+

D(Ω0) + D(V)

2
+

2

m

)(
κ+

D(Ω0) + D(V)

2
+

1

m

)n−2

.

Although this type of bound, with dominant term 1
mn−1 as m→ 0, is true for all t ≥ 0, it will

be most useful at t = 0, since for larger t the term 1
mn−1 will decay with a factor of e−t/m

by the Duhamel formula, as will be seen later in Lemma E.5.
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(3) Lemmas E.2 and E.5 tell us that θi(0, t), θi(m, t) have uniform lower bounds on their radius
of convergence and hence admit holomorphic extensions as functions of t, namely θi(0, t) may
be considered a holomorphic function on {t : ℜ(t) > 0, |ℑ(t)| < 1

2κ+D(V)},24 and θi(m, t)

may be considered a holomorphic function on {t : ℜ(t) > 0, |ℑ(t)| < 2
2κ+D(V)+D(Ω0)+(9/8m)}.

Although the latter bound is not optimal, it is generically necessary for θ
(n)
i (m, t) to grow

like m1−n, so the maximal strip to which θi(m, t) may be extended would have height on
the order of O(m) as m → 0. We find this discrepancy curious: after all, θi(m, t) should
converge to θi(0, t), but why does the domain of θi(m, t) contract onto the positive real line?

By [78, Section 2, p.26], θi(m, t) admits a Maclaurin expansion in terms of m for a fixed
positive integer M :

θi(m, t) = θi(0, t) +

M∑
n=1

mn

n!
θni (t) +RM+1

i (m, t),

with RM+1
i (m, t) = O(mM+1) as m → 0 uniformly on compact subsets of the t-interval

(0,∞), but we do not necessarily have limM→∞RM+1
i (m, t) = 0. Here, θni (t) is given as the

solution of the ODE obtained by differentiating n-times in m the ODE of (1.1) and then
substituting m = 0:

n
∂2

∂t2
θn−1
i (t) +

∂

∂t
θni (t)

=
κn!

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mn−1∈Z≥0∑n−1

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=n

sin(
∑n−1

ℓ=1 mℓ)(θp(0, t) − θi(0, t))

n−1∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θlp(0, t) − θli(0, t)

l!

)ml

+
κ

N

N∑
p=1

cos(θp(0, t) − θi(0, t))
(
θnp (t) − θni (t)

)
,

with initial condition θni (0) = 0. Inductively, this is a linear ODE in θni (t), and hence θni (t)
has the same t-domain as θi(0, t). It seems that the proof methods of Lemmas E.2, E.3, and
E.5 should give ∣∣∣∣ ∂l∂tl θni (t)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ c(2κ+ D(V))n+le2κt, t ≥ 0,

for a constant c > 0, but we have not checked the details. If so, the infinite series

θ̃i(m, t) = θi(0, t) +

∞∑
n=1

mn

n!
θni (t)

would converge for m < 1
2κ+D(V) , and may even be well-defined on a t-half strip:

{t : ℜ(t) > 0, |ℑ(t)| < c′(m)},

where c′(m) < 1
2κ+D(V) depends on m, with limm→0 c

′(m) = 1
2κ+D(V) . This θ̃i is the solution

to (1.1) with

ω̃0
i = νi +

κ

N

N∑
j=1

sin(θ0j − θ0i ).

We may as well write

θi(m, t) = θ̃i(m, t) +R(m, t).

24A careful complex analytic examination tells us that we may take the slightly larger domain |ℑ(t)| <
1

D(V)
log

(
1 +

D(V)
2κ

)
if D(V) > 0.
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Our analysis suggests the domain of θi(m, t) shrinks to the positive real line as m → 0
because the same is true for R(m, t). Considering the decay term e−t/m in the estimates

for θ
(n)
i (m, t), we ask whether R(m, t) admits an analytic expansion in terms of e−αt/m

and e−ᾱt/m, with ℜα = 1. If so, this would explain the O(m)-width of the holomorphic strip
domain of θi(m, t). Answering the questions posed in this remark seems an interesting future
research direction.

Next, we will obtain better bounds on |θni (m, t) − θ
(n)
j (m, t)|, with terms that are polynomial in

1
m decaying in time as e−t/m. But first, we need a lemma.

Lemma E.4. Let p ∈ [0, 1], a, b ≥ 0, n,m ∈ Z≥0. Then, we have

(pan + (1 − p)bn)(pam + (1 − p)bm) ≤ (pan+m + (1 − p)bn+m).

Proof. We subtract the left-hand side from the right-hand side to find

RHS − LHS = p(1 − p)(an − bn)(am − bm) ≥ 0.

□

Lemma E.5. For m > 0, i, j ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0, and each integer n ≥ 1, we have

|θ(n)i (m, t) − θ
(n)
j (m, t)|

≤ (n− 1)!

((
2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m

)n(
1 +

t

m

)n
e−t/m + (2κ+ D(V))n(1 − e−t/m)

)
.

Proof. We prove by induction. The base case n = 1 follows from Lemma 3.1. Assume this is true for
1 ≤ n ≤ k. Then by Lemma E.4,

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
|θ(l)p (m, t) − θ

(l)
i (m, t)|

l!

)ml

≤
(

(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m + (2κ+ D(V))k(1 − e−t/m)

) k∏
l=1

1

ml!lml
.

Then, it follows from Faa di Bruno’s formula that

mθ
(k+2)
i (m, t) −mθ

(k+2)
j (m, t) + θ

(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, t)

=
κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, t) − θi(m, t))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
i (m, t)

l!

)ml

− κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, t) − θj(m, t))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
j (m, t)

l!

)ml

.

We use Lemma E.1 to see

|mθ(k+2)
i (m, t) −mθ

(k+2)
j (m, t) + θ

(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, t)|

≤ 2κk!

(
(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m + (2κ+ D(V))k(1 − e−t/m)

)
≤ k!

(
(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m + (2κ+ D(V))k+1

)
.

Finally, we invoke the Duhamel principle and Lemma E.3 to see

|θ(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, t)|
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≤ |θ(k+1)
i (m, 0) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, 0)|e−t/m

+
1

m

∫ t

0

k!

(
(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

s

m
)ke−s/m + (2κ+ D(V))k+1

)
e−(t−s)/mds

≤ 2−kk!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1e−t/m

+ k!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1e−t/m · 1

k + 1

(
(1 +

t

m
)k+1 − 1

)
+ k!(2κ+ D(V))k+1(1 − e−t/m)

≤ k!
(

2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m

)k+1(
1 +

t

m

)k+1

e−t/m + k!(2κ+ D(V))k+1(1 − e−t/m),

which close the induction. □

We combine Lemma E.2 and Lemma E.5 to see that for all i, j ∈ [N ], n ∈ Z>0, m > 0, and t ≥ 0,

|θ(n)i (0, t) − θ
(n)
j (0, t)|, |θ(n)i (m, t) − θ

(n)
j (m, t)|

≤ (n− 1)!

((
2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m

)n(
1 +

t

m

)n
e−t/m + (2κ+ D(V))n(1 − e−t/m)

)
≤ (n− 1)!

(
2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m

)n(
1 +

t

m

)n
.

(E.24)

We are to show that

|θ(n)i (0, t) − θ
(n)
j (0, t) − θ

(n)
i (m, t) + θ

(n)
j (m, t)|

≤ 2(n− 1)!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)n(1 +

t

m
)ne−t/m +

3

2
(n+ 1)!mκe2κt

×
(

(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)n(1 +

t

m
)ne−t/m + (2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))n(1 − e−t/m)

)
.

By Faa di Bruno’s formula, we have

mθ
(k+2)
i (m, t) −mθ

(k+2)
j (m, t) + θ

(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
i (0, t) + θ

(k+1)
j (0, t)

=
κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, t) − θi(m, t))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
i (m, t)

l!

)ml

− κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(0, t) − θi(0, t))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)

l!

)ml

− κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, t) − θj(m, t))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
j (m, t)

l!

)ml

+
κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(0, t) − θj(0, t))

k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (0, t) − θ

(l)
j (0, t)

l!

)ml

.

(E.25)

Lemma E.6. If aα, bα, cα, dα, εα, δα ≥ 0, α ∈ [n], satisfy

max{aα, bα} ≤ min{cα, dα}, |aα − bα| ≤ εαcα + δαdα,
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then we have

|a1 · · · an − b1 · · · bn| ≤

(
n∑
i=1

εi

)
c1 · · · cn +

(
n∑
i=1

δi

)
d1 · · · dn.

Proof. By direct calculation, we have

|a1 · · · an − b1 · · · bn|

≤
n∑
α=1

a1 · · · aα−1|aα − bα|bα+1 · · · bn

≤
n∑
α=1

a1 · · · aα−1(εαcα)bα+1 · · · bn +

n∑
α=1

a1 · · · aα−1(δαdα)bα+1 · · · bn

≤

(
n∑
α=1

εα

)
c1 · · · cn +

(
n∑
α=1

δα

)
d1 · · · dn.

□

We may set

n =

k∑
l=1

ml, (aα)
n
α=1 =

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
i (m, t)

(l − 1)!

)
, (bα)

n
α=1 =

(
θ
(l)
p (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)

(l − 1)!

)
,

where each index l is repeated ml times. By (E.24), we have

(cα)
n
α=1 =

(
(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)l(1 +

t

m
)l
)
,

(dα)
n
α=1 =

(
(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)l(1 +

t

m
)le−t/m + (2κ+ D(V))l(1 − e−t/m)

)
,

(εα)
n
α=1 =

(
2e−t/m

)
, (δα)

n
α=1 =

(
3

2
l(k + 1)mκe2κt

)
.

The index l repeated ml times, satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma E.6 so that∣∣∣∣∣
k∏
l=1

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
i (m, t)

(l − 1)!

)ml

−
k∏
l=1

(
θ
(l)
p (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)

(l − 1)!

)ml
∣∣∣∣∣

= |a1 · · · an − b1 · · · bn|

≤

(
n∑
i=1

εi

)
c1 · · · cn +

(
n∑
i=1

δi

)
d1 · · · dn

≤ 2kc1 · · · cne−t/m +
3

2
k(k + 1)mκe2κtd1 · · · dn

≤ 2k
(

2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m

)k(
1 +

t

m

)k
e−t/m +

3

2
k(k + 1)mκe2κt

×
((

2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m

)k(
1 +

t

m

)k
e−t/m + (2κ+ D(V))k(1 − e−t/m)

)
.

We estimate
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
i (m, t)

l!

)ml

−
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)

l!

)ml

≤ 2k(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m

k∏
l=1

1

ml!lml
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+
3

2
k(k + 1)mκe2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m

k∏
l=1

1

ml!lml

+
3

2
k(k + 1)mκe2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k(1 − e−t/m)

k∏
l=1

1

ml!lml

to find ∣∣∣∣∣ κN
N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k! sin(
∑k

l=1ml)(θp(m, t) − θi(m, t))

×

(
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (m, t) − θ

(l)
i (m, t)

l!

)ml

−
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
θ
(l)
p (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)

l!

)ml
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 2κk!k(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m

+
3

2
(k + 1)!kmκ2e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k(1 − e−t/m))

+
3

2
(k + 1)!kmκ2e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k(1 − e−t/m)

≤ (k + 1)!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m

+
3

4
(k + 1)!kmκe2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m

+
3

4
(k + 1)!kmκe2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1(1 − e−t/m).

(E.26)

We also estimate

κ

N

N∑
p=1

∑
m1,··· ,mk∈Z≥0∑k

ℓ=1 ℓmℓ=k

k!
∣∣∣sin(

∑k
l=1ml)(θp(m, t) − θi(m, t)) − sin(

∑k
l=1ml)(θp(0, t) − θi(0, t))

∣∣∣

×
k∏
l=1

1

ml!

(
|θ(l)p (0, t) − θ

(l)
i (0, t)|

l!

)ml
(E.3),(E.19)

≤ mκe2κtk!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1,

(E.27)

and

(E.28)
∣∣∣mθ(k+2)

i (0, t) −mθ
(k+2)
j (0, t)

∣∣∣(E.19)

≤ (k + 1)!2mκ(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1.

We harvest estimates (E.26), (E.27), and (E.28) into (E.25) to get∣∣∣mθ(k+2)
i (m, t) −mθ

(k+2)
j (m, t) −mθ

(k+2)
i (0, t) +mθ

(k+2)
j (0, t)

+ θ
(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
i (0, t) + θ

(k+1)
j (0, t)

∣∣∣
≤ 2(k + 1)!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m

+
3

2
(k + 1)!kmκe2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m

+
3

2
(k + 1)!kmκe2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1(1 − e−t/m)

+ 2mκe2κtk!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1

+ (k + 1)!2mκ(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1
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≤ 2(k + 1)!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)k+1e−t/m +

3

2
(k + 2)!mκe2κt

×
(

(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m + (2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1

)
,

where we used
3

2
(k + 1)!k + 2k! + 2(k + 1)!

≤ 3

2
(k + 1)!k + (k + 1)! + 2(k + 1)! =

3

2
(k + 1)!k + 3(k + 1)! =

3

2
(k + 2)!.

However, the initial conditions satisfy∣∣∣θ(k+1)
i (m, 0) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, 0) − θ

(k+1)
i (0, 0) + θ

(k+1)
j (0, 0)

∣∣∣ (E.24)

≤ 2k!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1.

At last, we apply the Duhamel principle with two preceding estimates to close the induction:∣∣∣θ(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
j (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
i (0, t) + θ

(k+1)
j (0, t)

∣∣∣
≤ 2k!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1e−t/m

+
e−t/m

m

∫ t

0

2(k + 1)!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

s

m
)kds

+
e−t/m

m

∫ t

0

3

2
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

s

m
)kds

+
e−t/m

m

∫ t

0

3

2
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1es/mds

≤ 2k!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)k+1e−t/m

+
3

2
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)k+1e−t/m

+
3

2
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1(1 − e−t/m).

A calculation similar to (E.25), (E.26), (E.27), and (E.28) gives∣∣∣mθ(k+2)
i (m, t) −mθ

(k+2)
i (0, t) + θ

(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
i (0, t)

∣∣∣
≤ (k + 1)!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)k+1e−t/m +

3

4
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt

×
(

(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)ke−t/m + (2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1

)
.

Compared to (E.25), there are only half as many terms. Coupled with the initial conditions (E.19)
and (E.20)2, which give

|θ(k+1)
i (0, 0)|, |θ(k+1)

i (m, 0)| ≤ k!

(
2κ+ 2∥Ω0∥ + 2∥V∥ +

9

8m

)k+1

.

By the Duhamel principle, we have∣∣∣θ(k+1)
i (m, t) − θ

(k+1)
i (0, t)

∣∣∣
≤ k!(2κ+ ∥Ω0∥ + ∥V∥ +

9

8m
)k+1e−t/m

+
e−t/m

m

∫ t

0

(k + 1)!(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

s

m
)kds
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+
e−t/m

m

∫ t

0

3

4
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

s

m
)kds

+
e−t/m

m

∫ t

0

3

4
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1es/mds

≤ k!(2κ+ ∥Ω0∥ + ∥V∥ +
9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)k+1e−t/m

+
9

8
mκ · (k + 1)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V) +

9

8m
)k+1(1 +

t

m
)k+1e−t/m

+
3

4
mκ · (k + 2)!e2κt(2κ+ D(Ω0) + D(V))k+1(1 − e−t/m),

as stated. This completes the proof of Proposition 3.2.
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