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Abstract

Synchronized operation of generators in a power network is paramount to the stability and reliability of energy delivery. In this
paper, we address the synchronization problem in a heterogeneous power grid, consisting of both synchronous generators and
inverter-based generators, and derive the necessary and sufficient condition guaranteeing the existence of a unique locally stable
synchronized mode. Further, our results have implications for utilizing grid-following inverters versus grid-forming inverters
in order to enhance network stability. This work is of particular importance as power grids around the world are undergoing
a transition from being predominantly composed of synchronous generators towards a grid consisting of a preponderance of
inverter based generators.
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1 Introduction

Electric power system decarbonization is an essen-
tial keystone for achieving a sustainable energy fu-
ture [22], and mitigating the worst impacts of climate
change [8, 9, 32] will require large-scale deployment
of carbon-free technologies. Variable renewable power
generation is expected to play a leading role in this
transition [28]. Among variable renewable power gener-
ation technologies, solar photovoltaics (PV) and wind
power plants are now cost competitive with conventional
generation in most locations, and the cost of energy
production using renewable power plants continues to
decline [30]. These power plants are integrated into the
grid through power electronics inverters, and are there-
fore known as inverter-based resources (IBRs). These
IBRs are rapidly displacing conventional synchronous
generators (SGs) [49], forcing a paradigm shift in power
systems towards an inverter-dominated system. One
of the major ramifications of this transition towards a
preponderance of IBRs is the changing nature of system
synchronization because of the reduced inertia from
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synchronous generators, recognized in the literature as
low-inertia power systems [17, 35].

Synchronization in power networks is concerned with
the inherent ability of generators to produce power at
the same electric frequency, guaranteeing that the flow
of electric power across the network remains stable and
yielding a uniform frequency at all nodes; e.g., 60Hz in
North America. This problem has attracted mathemati-
cians and engineers, dating back to the late 1950s, where
the majority of the earlier literature focuses on nonlin-
ear electromechanical oscillations [3, 4, 31], pivoting to-
wards the problem of chaotic motion in power systems
in 1980s and 1990s [7,27]. In recent literature, there has
been much attention paid to this problem, considering
the changing nature of generation fleets towards renew-
able technologies [14, 36, 46]. Notably, several previous
works have also studied the conditions which guarantee
frequency stability under certain assumptions. [14, 36].
In the influential work [14,15], the authors derive stabil-
ity conditions by studying the power grid as a second-
order non-homogeneous Kuramoto system. Their analy-
sis relies on the assumption that the inertia to damping
ratioMi/Di is sufficiently small. In [15], the authors also
used the second-order Kuramoto model to study syn-
chronization in a grid composed entirely of IBRs. Other
seminal work in the field is [36] and [51], in which the au-
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thors use the master stability function formalism of [38]
to derive conditions for spontaneous synchronization in
power grids. Their analysis depends on the assumption
that the generator damping constants Di have only a
small amount of heterogeneity, i.e. that all damping val-
ues are fairly close to one another. This latter assump-
tion has proven inappropriate for modern power grids
with high shares of IBRs because of the varying damp-
ing capability the generators offer [46]. As more IBRs
come online, the grid becomes inherently more heteroge-
neous [24]. In particular, the dramatically different iner-
tia and damping values between IBRs and synchronous
generators fall outside of the scope of the existing liter-
ature. [14, 36].

In this work, we advance the field by studying syn-
chronization in strongly heterogeneous power networks.
Our analysis allows us to relax both the assumption
of a small inertia-to-damping ratio and the assumption
of near-constant damping values. Our model therefore
more closely captures the strong heterogeneity present
in the power grid as it transitions from being domi-
nated by synchronous generators to being composed pri-
marily of IBRs. Additionally, the techniques we use to
study the stability question are in some ways more di-
rect than in previous work, and therefore may be of
interest to practitioners. Our model consists of a sin-
gle large synchronous generator, coupled to many small
inverter-based resources. This topology could arise, for
example, in a power network dominated by a large nu-
clear generator in which there are also a large number
of rooftop solar developments. In this setting, we derive
a necessary condition for synchronization to occur, as
well as an approximate sufficient condition for the sta-
bility of a synchronized mode. Our central result finds
that there is a “critical coupling” strength between the
generators, defined as a simple function of a generator’s
power injection and damping constant, which must be
maintained to maintain stable synchronization. We are
able to precisely state this critical coupling value. Our
work has implications for the usage of Grid Forming In-
verters (GFMs) versus Grid Following Inverters (GFLs),
suggesting that IBRs with relatively low power output
should interface with the grid via GFLs, while IBRs
producing higher power outputs should interface with
the grid using GFMs to ensure frequency stability. We
also find that the damping provided by a GFM’s droop
control [24] must fall within a narrow range to ensure
synchronization, with both over-damping and under-
damping causing network instabilities.

We are optimistic that our findings will have a significant
impact on the reliability and resilience of energy deliv-
ery by providing the foundation for a new paradigm of
frequency stability in power networks, one which allows
for IBR-dominated power systems. This is a critically
important contemporary area of study because of the
desperate need to decarbonize the entire energy system,
and is timely given the availability of low-cost wind and

solar PV power generation. Achieving the capability to
operate power grids with ultra-high shares of variable re-
newable generators is a keystone of cross-sectoral decar-
bonization efforts [13] and a global priority to mitigate
the worst impacts of climate change, as pointed out in
the latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) report [6].

2 Dynamic Model

To study the question of frequency stability, we investi-
gate the system of coupled differential equations known
as the “swing equation’,’ which models the transient sta-
bility of an electric power grid over short-time scales (see
[27,37] for details). The full swing equation is a second-
order differential equation that can be represented by
two first-order equations as follows:

δ̇i = ωi, i = 1, . . . , n

ω̇i = (2Hi/ωR)
−1

(
−Diωi + (Pi −GiiE

2
i )

· · · −
n∑

j=1
j ̸=i

EiEjYij cos(θij − δi + δj)

)
, i = 1, . . . , n.

(1)
Here, δi and ωi represent the phase and frequency of the
power output of generator i, respectively. We let gener-
ator 1 represent the large synchronous generator with a
large inertial constant, and all other generators are IBRs
with very small inertial constants. Here, Hi represents
the inertial constant of generator i, Di is the damping
coefficient, Pi is the mechanical power driving machine
i, Ei is the machine terminal voltage, Gii is the machine
internal conductance, and Yij = Yji and θij determine
the admittances according to Gkj + iBkj = Ykje

iθkj . We
simplify the notation by introducing Ai := Pi −GiiE

2
i ,

which roughly corresponds to machine i’s power export.
We also simplify notation by defining Kij := EiEjYij ,
which corresponds to the overall coupling strength be-
tween machines i and j.

An important assumption is that IBRs have negligible
influence on one another, and that only their coupling
with the large synchronous generator is significant. This
assumption models the fact that in power grids domi-
nated by a large capacity power station, it is likely that
there are more transmission lines joining sections of the
grid to the main generator than there are lines joining
smaller generators to each other, forming a radial net-
work [27]. This is intuitive because generators with larger
inertia are most commonly synonymous with larger gen-
eration capacities, thus more transmission circuits are
required to transfer that power to the loads, which of-
fer more transfer capability and subsequently stronger
coupling [43]. We therefore model the grid as having a
“hub-and-spokes” topology, with the large synchronous
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Graphic credit: istockphoto.com - reproduced under the standard license agreement

(a) Schematic of the grid configuration considered - one large synchronous generator coupled
to many smaller IBRs.

Synchronous generator

Inverter-based generator

(b) Topological representa-
tion of the network consid-
ered, a so called ”hub and
spokes” graph

Fig. 1. Depiction of the studied network topology: A large synchronous generator is coupled to n relatively smaller IBRs -
even though the graphic here labels the largest generation unit as a nuclear plant, it could just as well be hydro or natural
gas combined cycle unit.

generator at the center. In terms of our mathematical
model, this corresponds to setting Kij = 0 if i ̸= 1 and
j ̸= 1. This topology is illustrated in Figure 1.

This topology for the power grid is comparable to those
in geographic regions which have a large nuclear or hy-
dro power plant, as well as high shares of IBRs. Since
many regions fit this description, this particular topol-
ogy is of significant interest. For example, in the West-
ern Interconnection of the North American power grid,
the Palo Verde Nuclear power plant (SG-based), is the
largest nuclear energy facility in the United States and
serves as the central element of frequency stability in
the region [39,48]. The large number of distributed gen-
erators in the Southwest desert region including South-
ern California, Arizona, and NewMexico, mainly utility-
scale solar power plants and roof top solar panels, form
a similar topology. Similarly, the Pacific Northwest and
New England regions of the North American power grid
have large hydro power plants with synchronous gener-
ators. These units are accompanied by larger numbers
of IBRs, smaller distributed generation and large solar
and wind power plants, at times forming a similar topol-
ogy to that depicted in Figure 1. [16,23] It is also inter-
esting to note that this particular grid topology is sim-
ilar to the topology of the power grid that the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) is con-
sidering for the Lunar power grid, [10,11], and therefore
could serve as the basis for this unique application.

Additionally, we make the simplifying assumptions that
θij = π/2 for all i, j, which corresponds to the ad-
mittances being purely imaginary. This assumption is
common, and is known as the lossless network assump-
tion [37]. In fact, this is not far from the truth - in an ex-
ample 39-bus network, which is a standard benchmark,
after performing Kron reduction to reduce the network
to only dynamically relevant nodes, the average value

of θij was 1.63 with a standard deviation of .07, which
represents a 3.7% relative deviation from π/2.

Finally, we choose to let the phase of generator n serve
as a reference phase, against which all other phases are
measured. This allows for the convenient property that a
frequency-synchronized state will correspond to a fixed
point of the dynamical network.We accomplish this with
the simple coordinate transformation δi → δi − δn for
each i. Note that this implies that δn = δ̇n = 0, effec-
tively decreasing the order of our network by 1.

These simplifying assumptions allow the governing equa-
tions of motion to be written as:

δ̇i = ωi − ωn, i = 1, . . . , n

ω̇1 =
ωR

2H1

−D1ω1 +A1 −
n∑

j=2

K1j sin(δ1 − δj)


ω̇i =

ωR

2Hi
(−Diωi +Ai −Ki1 sin(δi − δ1)) , i ̸= 1.

(2)

2.1 Mechanical Analog

To gain some intuition for equations (2), we describe
a mechanical network which is governed by equations
which are equivalent to (1). We note that a very similar
mechanical model was studied in [19] and [15] in the
context of Kuramoto oscillators representing networks
of coupled inertialess power inverters. This mechanical
model is illustrated in Figure 2.

Consider a collection of nmassesm1, . . . ,mn confined to
move along a circular track of radiusR = 1. Let δi denote

3



the angular displacement of mass i, and let ωi = dδi
dt .

Each mass mi is coupled to every other mass mj by an
idealized spring which obeys Hooke’s law with spring
constant Kij . To be precise, we also must assume that
these idealized springs have an equilibrium length of 0,
so that the force betweenm1 andmi is always attractive.
We further assume that the masses never collide, in order
for the system to more closely resemble the electrical
model.

Now, suppose each mass is subject to a constant propul-
sive force of Ai which acts in the positive (counterclock-
wise) direction. Finally, suppose the whole network is
subject to some type of fluid resistance damping, which
is proportional to the angular velocity, so that the total
damping force on mass i is given by −Diωi. The vary-
ing values of Di could be due to different cross sectional
areas, for example.

The power system model presented in Section 2 is analo-
gous to this mechanical model in the case withm1 ≫ mi

for i > 1, and when Kij ≈ 0 if i, j ̸= 1.

𝛿 = 0

𝛿1𝛿2

𝛿3

𝜔1𝜔2

𝜔3

𝑚1

𝑚3

𝑚2

𝐷2 ሶ𝛿2

𝐴2

𝐴3

𝐴1

𝐷1 ሶ𝛿1

𝐷3 ሶ𝛿3

𝐾13

𝐾23

Fig. 2. A mechanical network analogous to the power grid
model described in Section 2: this system is considered in a
stable synchronized state when ω1 = ω2 = ω3.

We now derive the equations of motion for the system
depicted in Figure 2. First, one can compute that the

distance between mass i and j is given by 2 sin
(

δi−δj
2

)
,

so that the spring force between i and j is given by

−2Kij sin
(

δi−δj
2

)
. However, since the carts are con-

fined to move on a circular track, only the component
of this force tangent to the circle contributes to the
cart’s acceleration. A small trigonometric calculation re-
veals that the tangential component of the force is given

by −2Kij sin
(

δi−δj
2

)
cos
(

δi−δj
2

)
= −Kij sin (δi − δj).

The other forces Ai and −Diδ̇i act on mi in the tangen-
tial direction by assumption. Newton’s second law then

gives that:

miδ̈i = Ai −Diδ̇i −
∑
j ̸=i

Kij sin(δi − δj). (3)

Now, we make the assumption that m1 ≫ mi for all
i > 1 and Kij ≈ 0 for i, j ̸= 1 in order to agree with the
power grid model we are studying. This corresponds to
the assumption that the grid is dominated by a single
oscillator with significant inertia (the synchronous gen-
erator) which is coupled strongly to several smaller os-
cillators (the IBRs), and that the coupling between the

small oscillators is negligible. Writing δ̇i = ωi, equation
3 can be rewritten as the system:

δ̇i = ωi

ω̇1 = (m1)
−1

−D1ω1 +A1 −
n∑

j=2

K1j sin(δ1 − δj)


ω̇i = (mi)

−1 (−Diωi +Ai −Kj1 sin(δj − δ1)) for i ̸= 1.
(4)

The clear similarities between equations (4) and (2) show
that this mechanical model can be used to represent the
synchronization properties of our swing equation. Fig-
ure 3 illustrates a numerical simulation of equations (4)
using the Differential Equations package in Julia. The
damping, propulsive force, mass, and coupling of each
oscillator, as well as their initial phase and frequency,
are randomly chosen within physically relevant ranges.
The system is then numerically integrated using the Tsi-
touras Runge-Kutta/Rosenbrock-W methods [40] with
a relative tolerance of 10−9 and is run for enough time
to allow the system to synchronize. At time t = 0, the
system is subjected to a sudden frequency disturbance
which throws all the masses out of synchronization. No-
tice that within a few seconds of the disturbance, the
masses re-synchronize. This shows that for the given pa-
rameters of the problem (listed in the appendix) the syn-
chronized state is stable.

2.2 Model Reduction

As a next step in our treatment of the swing equations
(2), we take advantage of the fact that the IBRs have
extremely small inertias, Hi ≈ 0 for i > 1, in order to
reduce the order of the swing equations (2) and obtain
a simpler system with equivalent long term behavior.
In general, studying the behavior of systems of differen-
tial equations which have a small parameter multiplying
their highest-order derivatives involves an intricate anal-
ysis using boundary layer theory and matched asymp-
totics [5]. However, in our case, we are only concerned
with the long time behavior of the system - whether or
not the systemwill eventually synchronize. The tool that
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0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4
-40

-20

0

20

(a) Angular position, relative to the reference mass n

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4
-50

0

50

(b) Frequency

Fig. 3. The phase and frequency response of the mechanical network depicted in Figure 2 with n = 15. Masses are started
with random initial conditions after a period of initial transience, but quickly settle to the predicted value of ωsync (that is
the pre-disturbance velocity all bodies). At time t = 0, the oscillators are subjected to a sudden impulsive frequency drop.
After roughly 4 seconds, the masses re-synchronize at ωsync. Details of the simulation can be found in the appendix.

enables us to do so is Tikhonov’s Reduction Theorem of
singular perturbation theory. We refer the reader to [26]
for an excellent introduction to the use of this tool.

We model the assumption that the IBRs have negligible
inertia by writing Hi = ϵhi, where hi is O(1) and ϵ ≪ 1.
Tikhonov’s Theorem [26] then guarantees that on time
scales much larger than ϵ log ϵ, the solution to (2) will
tend towards the solutions of the so called “degenerate
system,” given by

δ̇i = ωi − ωn i = 1, . . . , n− 1 (5)

ω̇1 =
ωR

2H1

−D1ω1 +A1 −
n∑

j=2

K1j sin(δ1 − δj)

 (6)

ωi =
1

Di
(Ai −Ki1 sin(δi − δ1)) i = 2, . . . , n. (7)

Notice that we have reduced the original 2n−1 differen-
tial equations to n differential equations equations and
n − 1 algebraic equations. Equations (5)-(7) constitute
the primary model that we study in the remainder of
this work.

2.3 A Note on Units

Note that all of the parameters in equations (5)-(7) have
dimensions of power, other than the damping Di which
has dimensions of energy, and ωR which has dimensions
of frequency. For the remainder of this work, we use the

following conventions for the units used for the parame-
ters in equations (5)-(7) . We set ωR = 377 rad

sec ≈ 60Hz,
the grid frequency in the United States. For the other
parameters, we use the per-unit system, with 1 pu =
100MW. We then take the power generated by the large
synchronous generator to be in the range 5 ≤ A1 ≤ 15,
comparable to a large nuclear power plant. The smaller
generators are taken in the range .25 ≤ Ai ≤ 5, corre-
sponding to many large-scale solar projects. We take the
inertia constant H1 to be in the range 4 − 8 pu, while
inertia constants for the IBRs are taken to be on the or-
der 10−4 pu. Damping values Di are taken in the range
0.001 − 0.01 pu · sec for all generators. Coupling con-
stants K1i, which correspond more or less to the trans-
fer admittances of the lines joining the generators, are
taken in the range 5− 15p.u.. For all of the simulations
that follow, parameters are randomly assigned, within
the above physically relavent ranges. We point out, how-
ever, that all of our subsequent mathematical analysis is
valid for general values of the parameters.

3 Existence of Synchronized Modes

In this secion and the next, we discuss ourmain results on
synchronization. By construction, a synchronized mode
of system (5)-(7) is a fixed point for the system in which
ωi = ωn for each i. We therefore begin our analysis by
looking for fixed points of the system (5)-(7).

Notice that in order for the left hand side of equation
(5) to be equal to 0, it must be the case that ωi = ωn

5



for all i. Therefore the only fixed points supported by
system (5)-(7) are frequency synchronized states. It is
the existence and stability of these fixed points in which
we are interested.

Proposition 1 (Synchronization Frequency). If the
generators governed by equations (5)-(7) synchronize,
the synchronization frequency must be given by

ωsync =

∑n
j=1 Aj∑n
j=1 Dj

.

Proof. To begin, note that equation (7) can be rewritten
as Diωi − Ai = −Ki1 sin(δi − δ1). Now, equation (5)
implies that at a fixed point, all of the frequencies are
identical, so we must have

Diω1 −Ai = −Ki1 sin(δi − δ1)

= K1i sin(δ1 − δi),

where we have used that the coupling is symmetric,
K1i = Ki1. Therefore, at a fixed point, we can rewrite
equation (6) as:

0 = −D1ω1 +A1 −
n∑

j=2

K1j sin(δ1 − δ2)

0 = −D1ω1 +A1 −
n∑

j=2

(Diω1 −Ai)

0 = −

 n∑
j=1

Di

ω1 +

n∑
j=1

Aj

which implies that

ω1 = ωsync =

∑n
j=1 Aj∑n
j=1 Dj

(8)

as desired.

We note that the result of Proposition 1 agrees with
Theorem 2 found in [15] in the context of an all-IBR net-
work. Proposition 1 implies that maintaining a constant
stable grid frequency requires balancing the total net-
work injected power (

∑
Aj) with total network damping

(
∑

Dj). In the United States, for example, this quantity

must be held as closely as possible to ωsync = 377 rad
sec

(60Hz). In the next proposition, we derive an important
necessary condition for the existence of synchronized
modes.

Proposition 2 (Necessary Condition for Synchroniza-
tion). The reduced swing equations (5) - (7) support
fixed points (and therefore, synchronization) only when

Ki1 ≥ |Diωsync −Ai| (9)

for each i > 1.

Proof. Note that at a fixed point, when ω1 = . . . = ωn =
ωsync, equation (7) implies that:

Ki1 sin(δ1 − δi) = Diωsync −Ai (10)

for i > 1. Because |sin(δ1 − δi)| ≤ 1 for all values of the
argument, we immediately find that the existence of a
fixed point requires that

Ki1 ≥ |Diωsync −Ai| ,

as desired.

Having easily established the necessary condition (9), we
now use equation (10) to find the phases δi associated
with a fixed point. Plugging in δn into (10) and recalling
that δn = 0, we find that:

sin(δ1) =
1

Kn1
(Dnωsync −An) . (11)

Let sin−1 denote the principal branch of the arcsine func-
tion, with values between −π/2 and π/2. Then we can
rewrite equation (11) as:

δ1 = (−1)k sin−1

(
Dnωsync −An

Kn1

)
+ kπ (12)

for k ∈ Z. In fact, it suffices to consider just k = 0 and
k = 1, since δ1 ∈ [0, 2π). Now, to simplify notation, de-

fine µi :=
Diωsync−Ai

Ki1
. Equation (10) can then be rewrit-

ten as

sin(δ1 − δi) = µi

δ1 − δi = (−1)j sin−1(µi) + jπ

δi = δ1 + (−1)j+1 sin−1(µi)− jπ for j = 0, 1
(13)

Together, equations (12), (13), and (8) determine the
locations of all of the fixed points of the reduced swing
equations (5)-(7). Note that this implies the existence
of 22n−2 total fixed points. Finally, note that we have
not yet found any information about the stability of the
synchronized modes, only the existence. We address the
question of stability next, in Section 4.
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4 Stability of Synchronized Modes

We now derive an approximate sufficient condition for
the local stability of a frequency synchronized mode.
We proceed by linearizing the model (5)-(7) and finding
an approximate condition for all of the eigenvalues to
have negative real part in the neighborhood of one of the
frequency-synchronized modes computed in Section 3.
Local exponential stability then follows by the Hartman-
Grobman theorem [18,20].

The vector field defined by equations (5)-(7) is given by
the mapping 1

F : Rn →Rn

(δ1, . . . , δn−1, ω1) 7→ (ω1 − ωn, . . . , ωn−1 − ωn, ω̇1) ,

where ωi>1 is given by ωi =
1
Di

(Ai −Ki1 sin(δi − δ1)) ,

ω̇1 = ωR

2H1

(
−D1ω1 +A1 −

∑n
j=2 K1j sin(δ1 − δj)

)
, and

δn is understood to be constantly 0. Then the Jacobian
of F at (δ1, . . . , δn−1, ω1) is given by:

J =



−α1 0 0 · · · 0 1

α2 − α1 −α2 0 · · · 0 0

α3 − α1 0 −α3 · · · 0 0
...

. . .
...

...

αn−1 − α1 0 0 · · · −αn−1 0

−
∑n

j=2 βj β2 β3 · · · βn−1 η


(14)

where α1 = Kn1

Dn
cos(δ1), αj =

Kj1

Dj
cos(δ1−δj) for j > 1,

and βj =
K1jωR

2H1
cos(δ1 − δj), and η = −D1ωR

2H1
.

Now, stability at a fixed point requires that all of the
eigenvalues of J have negative real part at that point.
Our strategy in this section is to find an approximation
for the eigenvalues of matrix J at a fixed point given by
equations (12) and (13). This approximation then can
be used to find a condition for the eigenvalues of J to
have negative real part.

The next proposition first proves the existence of the an
attractive fixed point, which establishes the existence of
a stable synchronized mode.

1 Technically speaking, because each δi ∈ [0, 2π), the actual
dynamics take place on Tn−1 × R, where Tn−1 is the torus
of dimension n − 1. However, we can consider lifting the
dynamics to the covering space Rn, allowing us to ignore
geometric considerations such as the introduction of local
coordinates.

Proposition 3. Suppose that the necessary condition
(9) is satisfied. Then for sufficiently large values of Kn1,
exactly one of the synchronized modes found in equa-
tions (8), (12), and (13) is locally stable.

Proof. First, note that the Jacobian J is almost a lower
triangular matrix, other than the entry 1 in position
(1, n). Let L denote the lower triangular matrix given
by removing this undesirable entry from J . The eigen-
values of L are given by the diagonal elements, −α1,
−α2, . . . ,−αn−1 and η. Recall that there are 2 values
of δ1 which give rise to a fixed point, and for each of
these there correspond 2 different values of δi for each
i, and that each of these values essentially differs by π
(see equations (12) and (13) ). It is therefore possible to
choose δ1 and each δi so that−α1 and αi for 1 < i ≤ n−1
are all negative. Call this fixed point δ∗. Note that this is
the only fixed point which will have cos(δ1 − δi) > 0 for
each i, which is necessary for L to have all negative ele-
ments on the diagonal. Hence, δ∗ is the only fixed point
at which L has all negative eigenvalues. We next argue
that the eigenvalues of J cannot differ too much from
the eigenvalues of L, which will show that δ∗ is a stable
fixed point of the reduced swing equations.

Next, factor out |α1| from J , and let J = |α1| J̃ . Note
that J has all negative eigenvalues if and only if J̃ does
as well. We write J̃ in block matrix form as:

J̃ =


−1 0T ϵ

α Λ 0

γ βT λn


where 0 is the 0 vector of size n− 2 , ϵ = 1/ |α1|, α and
β are vectors of length n− 2, and γ and λn are scalars.
Notice that J̃ differs from a lower triangular matrix by
an entry of ϵ in position (1, n) At δ∗, all the diagonal

entries of J̃ are negative. Eigenvalues depend continu-
ously on the entries of a matrix. (This fact follows from
the continuity of the determinant and the fact that the
roots of polynomials depend continuously on their coef-
ficients). Hence, for ϵ sufficiently small, the eigenvalues

of J̃ are all negative. It follows that for Kn1 sufficiently
large, all of eigenvalues of J(δ∗) are negative, and hence
δ∗ is locally stable.

Note that the proof could have been carried out by fac-
toring out |αi| for any i, and hence a slight strengthen-
ing of the proposition would be to state that if any of
the Ki1 is sufficiently large, then δ∗ is locally stable.

In the next series of results, we strengthen the result of
Proposition 3 by deriving a sharper sufficient condition
for local stability of the fixed point δ∗.
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Proposition 4. Let L be the lower triangular part of
matrix J given in equation (14), and let E be the matrix
of all zeros except for a 1 in position (1, n). Suppose
that all of the eigenvalues of L are distinct, and let λj(0)
denote the jth eigenvalue of matrix L, given by Ljj ,
and let λj(s) denote the corresponding eigenvalue of the
matrix L + sE. Then λj is analytic in a neighborhood
of s = 0, and

λ′
j(0) =

(wj)1(vj)n
wj · vj

, (15)

where vj and wj denote the right and left eigenvectors
associated with λj(0), respectively, and (wj)1 and (vj)n
denote their 1st and nth components, respectively.

Proof. The analyticity of λj(s) in a neighborhood of s =
0 follows from the analyticity of the function s 7→ L+sE
and the Implicit Function Theorem, provided that the
mulitplicity of each eigenvalue is 1. We can therefore
implicitly differentiate the expression (L + sE)vj(s) =
λj(s)vj(s) to find that

Evj(s) + (L+ sE)v′j(s) = λ′
j(s)vj(s) + λj(s)v

′
j(s).

For the rest of the proof we suppress the argument s to
simplify the notation. Now, left multiply both sides of
the above equation by the left eigenvalue wT

j :

wT
j Evj + wT

j (L+ sE)v′j = wT
j λ

′
jvj + wT

j λjv
′
j

wT
j Evj + wT

j λjv
′
j = wT

j λ
′
jvj + wT

j λjv
′
j

wT
j Evj = wT

j λ
′
jvj

from which it follows that

λ′
j(0) =

wT
j Evj

wT
j vj

.

Now simply compute that wT
j Evj = (wj)1(vj)n and the

result follows.

We will use Proposition 4 together with Taylor’s The-
orem estimate the eigenvalues of the Jacobian J . Note
that the eigenvalues of J correspond to λi(1). Taylor’s
Theorem gives us that λi(1) ≈ λi(0)+λ′

i(0), so the eigen-

values of J are approximately given by λj(0)+
(wj)1(vj)n

wj ·vj ,

where λj(0) is exactly the jth diagonal element of J .
Therefore, to approximate the eigenvalues of J, all we
need is to compute the left and right eigenvectors of the
lower triangular part of J, which we continue to denote
L.

Let ei denote the i
th standard basis vector of Rn. Recall

that δ∗ represents the fixed point at which cos(δ1−δi) >
0 for each i > 1. Then one can compute that at δ∗, the
right eigenvectors of L associated with eigenvalue Lii are
given by:

n−1∑
i=1

ei +
Kn1DnωR

√
1− µ2

n

2H1Kn1

√
1− µ2

n −D1DnωR

en for i = 1,

ei −
Ki1DiωR

√
1− µ2

i

2H1Ki1

√
1− µ2

i −D1DiωR

en for 1 < i < n,

en for i = n
(16)

where, as before, µi =
Diωsync−Ai

K1i
. Note that any scalar

multiple of these eigenvectors is again an eigenvector,
but this particular scaling will prove convenient. Sim-
ilarly, one can compute that the left eigenvectors of L
associated with eigenvalue Lii are given by

eT1 for i = 1,

eTi − eT1 for 1 < i < n,

1

α1 + η

(
n−1∑
i=2

βi(αi − α1)

αi + η
−

n∑
i=2

βi

)
eT1 +

· · ·+
n−1∑
i=2

(
βi

αi + η
eTi

)
+ eTn for i = n

where αi, βi, and η are as defined just below equation
(14).

Having computed the eigenvectors of the lower triangu-
lar part of J , we are now in position to use equation (15)
to approximate the eigenvalues of J . Using Taylor’s for-
mula, we have

λj(1) ≈ λj(0) + λ′
j(0),

assuming that λj(s) is analytic for s ∈ [0, 1]. Finally, we
are able to state the following claim.

Claim 5. Suppose that the functions λj(s) are analytic
on the whole interval [0, 1]. Then eigenvalues of J at the

8



fixed point δ∗ are approximately given by

λ1 ≈ −Kn1

√
1− µ2

n

(
1

Dn
+

DnωR

2H1Kn1

√
1− µ2

i −D1Dn

)

λi ≈ −Ki1

√
1− µ2

i

(
1

Di
+

DiωR

2H1Ki1

√
1− µ2

i −D1Di

)
for i = 2, . . . , n− 1, and

λn ≈ −ωR

2H1

n∑
i=1

Di.

(17)

Assuming for a moment the correctness of the approxi-
mation given in Claim 5, we are able to obtain the fol-
lowing stability condition.

Proposition 6. Suppose that the eigenvalues of J are
given by the expressions in (17). Then the eigenvalues
have negative real part if:

K2
i1 >

(
D1DiωR

2H1

)2

+ (DiωR −Ai)
2 (18)

for each i = 2, . . . , n. In this case, the fixed point δ∗ is
locally stable.

Before beginning the proof of Proposition 6, it is worth
noting how inequality (18) compares with the necessary
condition (9). The main difference is the addition of the
term ((D1DiωR)/(2H1))

2, which in practice is a very
small quantity: the damping value D1 for a large syn-
chronous generator is likely on the order of 10−2, while
the damping for an IBR is on the order of 10−5 for a
grid following inverter and 10−1 for a grid forming in-
verter, whereas in H1 is on the order of 10 pu. Hence,
inequality (18) differs from the necessary condition (9)
by a quantity with a magnitude of roughly 10−3. Hence,
in practice, the difference between our necessary and our
approximate sufficient conditions is very small.

Proof. Notice in expression (17) that the expression for
λn is always negative. Moreover, in the expressions for
λi for i = 1, . . . , n − 1, the prefactor −Ki1

√
1− µ2

i is
negative, hence to ensure each eigenvalue is negative, all
that is necessary is to force the expressions inside the
parentheses to be positive. This can be done by requiring
that

2H1Ki1

√
1− µ2

i −D1Di > 0.

Recalling that µi = (D1ωR − Ai)/Ki1, and then rear-
ranging the above expression for Ki1 quickly gives in-
equality (18).

4.1 On the strength of eigenvalue approximation.

It is worth spending a moment addressing how good
the approximation (17) is. First, assuming that λ(s) is
analytic on the entire interval [0, 1], Taylor’s Remainder
Theorem gives that

|λtrue − λappr| ≤ max
s∈[0,1]

λ′′(s)

2
,

where again, λ(s) denotes an eigenvalue of L+ sE, as in
the proof of Proposition 4. One can even use equation
15 to compute an expression for λ′′(s) - however, explic-
itly evaluating the resulting expression depends on be-
ing able to compute the left and right eigenvectors w(s)
and v(s) of L + sE for each s ∈ [0, 1], which is indeed
unwieldy. However, being able to do so would give pre-
cise bounds on the accuracy of the approximation (18),
and will therefore be the object of future research.

In the absence of an analytic bound on the error in ap-
proximation (17), we turn to numerical approaches. In
Figure 4, we compared the approximate eigenvalues (17)
and the true eigenvalues of the matrix J . To generate the
figure, 10,000 matrices were randomly generated in the
form of J using Julia, with parameters randomly cho-
sen to be within physically relevant ranges. The matrices
were size 10 × 10, representing n = 10 generators con-
sisting of 1 large generator and 9 IBRs. For each matrix,
the true eigenvalues of J were computed and were com-
pared to the approximate values (17). The average er-
ror between each true eigenvalue and the approximated
eigenvalue was then computed. In Figure 4, we plot the
error in our prediction against the minimum distance
between the eigenvalues of J on the horizontal axis -
if the distance between two eigenvalues of J gets very
small, the error in our approximation tends to get worse.
This reflects the fact that the functions λ(s) are analytic
only if no two eigenvalues of L + sE are equal; hence,
when the minimum distance between two eigenvalues is
small, λ(s) is close to a singularity, making matrix L ill-
conditioned, and therefore the error in approximation
(17) tends to be larger. However, even so, note that the
error in our approximation is almost always less than
10%, and quite often much less than 5%. In generating
Figure 4, we omitted cases where the function λ(s) is not
analytic over the interval [0, 1]; such cases are relatively
rare, but in these cases approximation (17) breaks down.

It is worth noting that there are other approaches to
approximating the eigenvalues of J whichmay also prove
fruitful in future research. In particular, the Gerschgorin
Circle Theorem [50] and the Bauer-Fike Theorem [12]
both give rigorous bounds on how much the eigenvalues
of J can deviate from those of L. While these methods
give precise results, we have found that the bounds that
they give on the location of the eigenvalues are too coarse
to guarantee the stability of the synchronized fixed point.
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Fig. 4. A comparison of the eigenvalue approximation (17)
with the true eigenvalues of the matrix J : the error is fairly
small, very often below 5%. Notice that the error tends to
be larger when two eigenvalues of J are very close to each
other; in such cases, the matrix J is ill-conditioned, and
approximation (17) tends to be worse.

This is whywe have opted for our approximate approach,
while less rigorous than one of these methods, we are able
to derive much tighter conditions, albeit approximate
ones. An object of future research will be to combine the
rigour of these two aforementioned theorems with the
tightness of our approximate bound.

5 Implications for Stability andControl ofMod-
ern Power Systems

Taken together, the conditions found in this paper imply
that stable operation of a strongly heterogeneous power
grid is determined by the relationship between the power
supplied by a given generator Ai, the damping value of
this generator Di, and the coupling Ki1. Generally, the
coupling values Ki1 are determined by the admittance
of the transmission lines connecting the small generators
to the large one, and therefore from the perspective of
a grid operator are seen as being more or less given. By
contrast, the variables Ai and Di are both potentially
under the control of the grid operator, and thus con-
ditions (9) and (18) have practical implications for the
stable operation of power systems. In what follows, we
wish to emphasize three practical implications of these
results for power systems engineering.

First, inequality (9) has implications about when it is ap-
propriate for an IBR to interface with the rest of the grid
using a GFL versus a GFM. In particular, it is has been
shown that when modelling inverter based resources as
a second order dynamical system, the primary difference
between GFLs and GFMs is that GFLs have Di ≈ 0,
whereas GFMs can be operated with Di > 0 [24,25,46].
Inequality (9) suggests that GFLs should only be imple-
mented on generators where the power output Ai sat-
isfies Ai ≤ Ki1; a generator with next to no damping
(Di ≈ 0) can only interact with the grid in a stable way if
its power output is less than the coupling value Ki1. For
a generator with Ai > Ki1 to interact with the grid in a

manner that supports synchronization requires sufficient
damping be added so that the inequality (18) be satis-
fied. This implies that IBRs producing large power out-
puts should be outfitted with GFMs rather than GFLs
to support frequency synchronization in the grid.

A second practical consequence of inequality (9) is that
there are two ways for an IBR to cause the grid to
lose stability - either by being over-damped or by being
under-damped. As illustrated in Figure 5, both scenarios
can have equally dramatic effects on overall frequency
stability. The data in this figure was generated by sim-
ulating equations (1) in Julia, using n = 10 generators,
whose parameters are given in the appendix. In each
subfigure, the damping value of just a single generator
was changed to give rise to an under-damped, critically-
damped, and over-damped scenario. In both the over-
damped and under-damped scenarios, the “rogue” gen-
erator decouples from the rest of the grid, entering large
amplitude limit cycle oscillations. In the over-damped
case, the rogue generator’s frequency is less than the rest
of the generators, and in the under-damped scenario, the
rogue generator’s frequency is higher than the remain-
ing generators. In both cases, because it remains coupled
to the rest of the grid, the rogue generator pulls the re-
maining generators out of equilibrium. Therefore, we see
that a single generator having damping outside of the al-
lowable range can cause undesirable effects throughout
the rest of the grid. From the perspective of dynamical
systems theory, there is an interesting bifurcation that
occurs exactly at the boundary of the region of stability,
when Diωsync −Ai = ±Ki1. At these parameter values,
the fixed points found in equations (12) and (13) collide
and annihilate in a saddle node bifurcation. Without
an equilibrium point to tend towards, trajectories now
are drawn to an attractive limit cycle, which attracts an
open set of initial conditions. How exactly this limit cy-
cle comes into being is a question for future research.

Third, and finally, inequality (9) suggests that the damp-
ing value which would create optimal frequency stabil-
ity would satisfy Diωsync − Ai = 0, or equivalently
Di = Ai/ωsync. This damping value is optimal in the
sense that it is most robust against small parametric
changes. Intuitively, this is because this damping value
is half way between the over-damped and under-damped
values. If all generators are operating with a damping
value Di = Ai/ωsync, then this maximizes the distance
in parameter space between the network’s current pa-
rameters and the boundary of the stability region. For
this reason, small random fluctuations of the system pa-
rameters are unlikely to make the system become un-
stable; it is in this sense that setting Di = Ai/ωsync

for each i provides an optimal stability guarantee. Most
notably, in power systems with GFM where the damp-
ing capability is a function of the droop constant and
the generator headroom, this point would be practical in
the sense that grid operators could benefit from knowing
how much headroom to dispatch in order to guarantee
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Fig. 5. The central graphic in the An-Dn plane shows the region of parameter space corresponding to the necessary condition,
inequality (9). The three graphs show the result of numerical simulation of the swing equations (1) with 10 generators, in
the cases where generator 10 is under-damped, over-damped, and adequately damped, respectively. Notice that both the
under-damped scenarios cause generator 10 to enter into wild oscillations, which in turn pull the rest of the network out
of sync. In the adequately damped case, notice that the IBRs quickly synchronize with the SG, and the whole system then
steadily increases towards the desired synchronization frequency of 377 rad/sec.

stability. Additionally, as illustrated in Figure 6, operat-
ing a generator at this critical damping value also very
nearly minimizes the time for the network to synchro-
nize. To generate this figure, 10 generators were initial-
ized a given distance away from the synchronized fixed
point. The system was then numerically integrated until
the frequency of all IBRs were within .1 of the frequency
of the large synchronous generator. This process was re-
peated while varying the damping value Dn of genera-
tor n through the entire range of values that allow for
synchronization, according to condition (9).

6 Closing Remarks and Outlook

Synchronization in electric power systems is one of the
most intriguing open inquires that continues to attract
scientists and engineers from various fields, given the
structural characteristics that this class of complex sys-
tem presents in the real-world: large-scale with a high
degree of complexity. It presents a significant impact
considering the serious ramifications that loss of syn-
chronized operation in bulk power network will have;
re-synchronizing a power grid is a daunting engineering

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

10-3

0

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

Critical
Damping

Fig. 6. In a simulation of a network with 10 generators, we
measure the time it takes for each IBR to come within .1 Hz
of the frequency of the large SG, after starting some fixed
distance away. The parameter that is being varied is the
value of the damping of generator 10. Note that the critical
damping Dn = An/ωR very nearly minimizes the time to
synchronization.
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task and prohibitively costly.

Here we focused on synchronization in heterogeneous
power networks of many small generators and a sin-
gle large generator, modeling grids with a large number
of inverter-based resources with one large synchronous
generator. While this model presents interesting results
about the stability of synchronization, there are a num-
ber of areas in which this work could be expanded. This
work relies on reduced networks through the use of Kron
reduction, which produces a lower dimensional electri-
cally equivalent network by aggregating the algebraic
nodes and leveraging a sequential Gaussian elimination
[46]. In future work, it would be of high interest to ex-
amine synchronization with the full, un-reduced network
representation, which could provide insights that could
be more readily applied to real world engineering prac-
tice. The hub and stoke topology adopted in this work
is a special case that is possible in future decarbonized
power grids that are expected to be more distributed
with the capability to operate in both interconnected
and islanded modes (including intentional islanding) to
enhance the network resilience [45]. Thus, it would be in-
teresting to examine multiple connected hub and spoke
systems together, as these more closely resemble poten-
tial near-term power system topologies, including the
phase transition as the network may reconfigure from
an interconnected topology to an isolated island. In a
similar vein, we have neglected the connections between
the smaller generators that might exist in real-world sys-
tems, forming a meshed network. Though the synchro-
nization linkages between small generators are likely to
be weak, interesting cases may arise.

Synchronization in power networks is simply a steady
evolution of frequency at each node, which inherently
guarantees a steady flow of active power in the lines.
However, recent literature has uncovered the importance
of considering coupled voltage and frequency in power
systems dominated by inverter-based resources [34, 42],
because the assumption of constant voltage at generators
used to derive the swing equation only applies to syn-
chronous generators. Therefore, it would be illuminat-
ing to extend the current model from the classical swing
equation to the two-dimensional planar swing equation,
and examined frequency and voltage stability simulta-
neously [34,42].

We believe our paper has a broader impact beyond power
networks and the methods developed here could also be
applied to other networks that follow a hub and spoke
model for the identification of stability boundaries [44],
analyses of structural properties [21], and understanding
of bifurcation processes [2]. Such systems arise across a
wide range of disciplines, including electrical engineer-
ing, mechanical engineering, network flows, vibration
and acoustics, materials science, fluid dynamics and the
biological sciences. We specifically identify strong par-
allels with a number of problems involving mechanical

networks [47] and fluid suspensions with large mass ra-
tios [41] , as well as mixtures of flows with large viscosity
contrast [29], transportation networks [1], and logistics
networks [33].
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Appendix

Tables 1 and 2 below show the parameters used in the
numerical simulations to generate the figures in the body
of the text. In both cases, parameters were randomly
assigned within physically meaningful ranges in such a
way that oscillator 1 has the largest mass and driving
force, and so that oscillators with larger driving forces
Ai have larger coupling with oscillator 1. This models
the fact that larger generators tend to have more supply
lines coupling them to the grid.

In Table 2, the primary value being varied is the damping
of generator n, in order to create an under, critical, and
over damping scenario. The other damping constants are
adjusted slightly in such a way as to maintain a constant
ratio (

∑
A) / (

∑
D).
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